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The Institute for Research on Educational Finance and Governance is
a Research and Development Center of the Nationmal Institute of Education
(NIE) and is authorized and funded under authority of Section 405 of the
General Education Provisions Act as amended by Section 403 of the Educa-
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Yistory. 1In addition, there are a number of other projects and programs
in the finance and governance area that are sponsoted by private founda-

tions and government agencies which are outside of the special R&D Center
relationship with NIE.
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Apstrac

Educational reforms in recent decades have resulted in a proliferation
ot specific programs with dispersed controls and expanded levels of governance.
As a result, the environmental context within which a school district operates
is exceedingly complex. This case study describes the complexity of the
OVERALL system of reporting which has evolved icom a school district's parti-
¢ipation in some of these programs. Environmental complexity is shown to
produce increased organizational complexity within a school district as well
as in its external organizational linkages. A distinct cleavage between fiscal
and programmatic accounting results. While fiscal accounting at the school
district is coordinated, reporting for programs is not. It is suggested
that environmental complexity inhibits efforts to integrate and coordinate
educational programs at the school district Jevel.
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A
SUAMARY OF FIND%NGS

~
rs “: ’
The School and Its Resources

° Of total school district income of $70 million, state sources provided
$48 milifon; local, $16 million, and federal $6 million dollars, or
69%, 23%, and 8% respectively. ) - .

° 897 of school district income comes through the General Fumd. Of this,
Basic Education, Support Services, and Administration accounted for
80% of the allocation while Special Projects and Special Education, the
major Categorical Programs,- accounted for 18% of the remaining monies.

. 80% of the school district's total income is received via Block Grants
_while the remaining 20% is for Categorically funded programs. Ail
local income, 83%-state, and 42%-federal income to the district came
via block grants. 172 of state and 962 of federal monies were allocated-
to the district through categorical ‘programs.

) Identification was made of school district participation in 16 state
and 10 federal Categorical Programs.

° Of nearly $13.7 billion spent by the U.S. Department of Education in
FY1979-80, an estimated $8.2 billion was used primarily for elementary
and secondary education. Of this amount, the State of California
received approximately 10%. In addition, the state budgeted an addi~
tional $6.8 billion for elementary and secondary education in FY1979-80.

The Demands of Accountability: Reporting Requirements

. Of 241 different types of federal and state reports listed in the State
of California Report Calendar, an identification was made of 153 pre-
pared by the school district. 103 of these different types of reports
were written for Categorical Programs. The remainder were written for
Block Grant funds. The State of California required 70% of the reports
while 30% were written for the U.S. Department of Education.

® The U.S. Department of Education allocated 8% of the district's finan-
! cial resources; however, it required 30% of the district prepared
reports. Further investigation showed that reports written for the
U.S. Department of Education tended to be relatively minor and took
considerably less time than those prepared for the State of California.

. Reporting for Categorical Programs accounted for nearly three~fourths
of the district prepared reports. The major reporting effort for both
federal and state Categoricals was in response to the state Consolidated
Report System requirements for Special Projects. The more recently
developed state Consclidated Reporting System for Special Education also
requires a very extensive reporting effort. However, the district was not
due to begin participating in that system until FY1980-81. At that time,
it was expected that reporting for Categorical Programs would increase.
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School District Response

[ Every department visited in the school district was involved in report
preparation for federal and/or state levels of governance. Two Separ-
ated domains of activity emerged: fiscal and programmatic. Fiscal
accounting appeared to be coordinated through the ANNUAL FINANCIAL AND
BUDGET REPORT (J-41) and its related SUPPLEMENTS. Reporting for Cate-
gorical Programs required many different reports producing an extremely
complex reporting system which made it impossible for anyone to be able
to see the. overall framework of which each program was a part.

Structural Impacts

. An elaborate network of upward reporting linkages resulted from the
complexity of dispersed controls and expanded levels of govermance.

® Increased demands of Categorical Programs resulted in a more complex
administrative structure. 32% of the central school district adminis-
trative staff was funded by Categorical Programs comprising 17 of a
total of 53 central district administrators.

. Expanded administrative requirements for Special Programs have resulted
in a dispersed physical plant ac the school district; central school
district facilities were located at geveral sites throughout the district.
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I. Introduction

In recent years, there have been many studies describing the effects of
separate programs in the f£ield of education. (See Wilkes et al, 1979, for a
listing of such studies by the California State Department of Education, for
example.) Thase studies usually focus on one or more aspects of a program
or innovation and how it affects certain individuals or schools within the
educat ional system. An impqrtant consideration which has been overlooked,
however, is what the OVERALL system of programs and related resources with
its attendant controls looks like and how this system impacts upon activity
and structure at the level of the school district.

Our effort here is to attempt to describe in an exploratory way the
overall svstemic framework of external programmatic and funding requirements
in which one school district participates and the impact of this system of
controls upon its activity and structure.

The district selected for study is one of average size located within
an urbanized area in the state of California.

We begin by describing the organizational context within which the
school district operates. Some of the questions we attempt to answer are:
What does the overall resource allocation system look like? How much fund-
ing comes from federal, state, and local levels, of goverument? How much of
this funding at each level is tied to specific (categorical) programs and
how much of it is nonspecific Support for general education? Who adminis-
ters the funds which the district receives? How much consolidation of cate-
morical programs takes place as the funds are allocated to the local districts?

we then turn to the requirements for accountability that emanate from

the svstem of resource allocation just described. For this effort, we focus
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on the report requirements imposed upon a school district. The questions

addressed are: How extensive are the reporting requirements to higher levels
of authority within the educational system? How much of the reporting is

tied to general purpose "block" grant allocations? How much of the reporting

|
|
is associated with categorical programs? Is reporting primarily by program
or have eiforts been made to consolidate reports to cover several programs?
Lf so, at what organizational level are these reports handled and to what
extent do they reduce par=r work? Viewed as a wholé, do the reporting re-
quirements constitute a coordinated system cf accountability? And what
effects have these reporting requirements had on the administrative structure
and the physical plant of the central district?
Needless to say, the picture we seek to paint is done with broad strokes

to present a preliminary view of the overall educational system and its com—

prehensive effects on one school district. It is hoped that the questions

|
' and hypotheses generated in our descriptive account will be tested by later
\ systematic studies of a sample of school districts.

| It is important to point out that all of our data were gathered at the

' distriet level: no school officials or classroom teachers were contacted.

| Thus, our inquiry concentrates on programsy funds, and reporting requirements
' as experienced by district officials and Sn the associated organizational

; effects at that level. We are unable to comment on program Iimplementaticn

|

or compliance with requirements at the school or classroom level or on any

organizational effects occurring within these units.

ITI. Methods

|

|

|

For this exploratory effort, we undertook a study of an average size
} school district in California. The scheol district has an enrollment of




approximately 30,000 pupils. It has a heterogeneous student population and
therefore we expected that it would be eligible to participate in several
federal and state specially funded programs.
At the onset, we thought thar it would only be necessary o interview
, a few key personnel within the school district to obtain a general descrip~-
tion of the district's funding arrangements, program participation, and
associated reporting activities. However, this quickly proved to be a mis-

conception. While each administrator interviewed was knowledgeable about the

program(s) for which s/he had direct supervision and did give genernusly of
his/her time, no single official with whom we talked could tell us much
about what happened in other divisions and/or departments. In the case of
categorical programs or services, adminiscrators were hard pressed to know
all facets of the programs for which they were directly responsible.

It was therefore necessary to visit several offices within the central
administration building of the school district as well as other offices
scattered throughout the district to assemble the parts for the overall
findings presented here. The school district's central administrative offices
are housed in several buildings throughout the district. In order to f£ind
out about Special Projects, we visited sites several blocks from the central
distriée building. To learn about the Gifted and Talented Services Programs,
it was necessary to drive several miles to twe other eities. And so it went.
Finallv, we resorted to the telephone to conduct interviews with some cen-
tral administrators who were not located in the central disctrict administra-
tion building.

Similarlv, in obtaining information on reporting requirements, we found
it necessary to interview several middle level supervisorv personnel. Some

of these interviews were done by telephone as well.




In all, approximately twenty~five central school district personnel were
interviewed. Some consented to return visits. Among the personnel inter-

" viewed were nearly all of the district's Assistant Superinte;dents as well
as many department heads and other supervisory personnel. MNo onsite school
administrators were contacted, however.

Needless to say, this endeavor required considerable time as well as
cooperation from the school district for which we are very appreciative.’

In order to gain additional information on educational programs,
California Department of Education planning and evaluation documents were
axamined. Of particular usefulness in identifying and{d;scriging reports
was the CALIFORNIA STATE REPORT CALENDAR. This Calendar is distribﬁted to
all califormia school districts semiannually. It contains a listing of all
reports which the federal and state governments require of school districts
each year. The listing contains four parts: (1) Amnual Reports, (2) Monthly
Reports, (3) Quarterly Reports, and (4) aAs Required Reports. In this study,

P
we describe the repbrts contained in Parts 1, 2, and 3 of the Calendar but
omit Part 4. This category was omitted partly for the pragmatic reason that
district personnel were often unable to identify which reports had been
written and by whom since many of these 'as required’ reports were based upon
sSpecial requests.

'As required' reports accounted for twenty-five per cent (25%) of the
total number of reports on the Calendar for FY1980-8l1. A quick perusal in-
dicates that they are primarily forms for applying for competitively funded
special federal and state programs, requests for waivers from certain require-

ments, and certificagions for programs and personnel. Nearly all of these

'as required' reports are linked to special federal and state programs.




They appear to differ from the other reports in that they tend to relate to
the unique circumstances of individual districts. Many provide the school
district with flexibility. Reports such as these include Waivers for times
when Fhe district cannot meet certain requirements or applications for com-
petitively funded programs. Others appear designed to provide accounting
for certification of new personnel or programs.
From what we could determine, these ‘'as required' reports probably play
2+ minor role in overall school district reporting, and they are likely to be
among the less time consuming of reports. However, we are not certain of
this conclusion and point out that the situation may well vary from one dis-
trict to another. If anything, our description of programs and reports under-
estimates the overall impact of these external requirements on school districts.
Qur proce&ure for describing school district participation in reporting
is as follows: As already noted, we used the CALIFORNIA STATE REPORT CALENDAR
to identify the titles of the reports required of the school district. Then,
we asked school district personnel which department prepared each report.
However, since it was often difficult for them to tell, some of our descrip-
tions of report preparation by department are admittedly based upon nc more
than "best guesses".' We point out, however, that the majority were tracked
down and definitely identified as to source of preparation. Due to tbe nature
of the report tracking process, however, we offer information on report prep-
aration by department a2s depicting the overall reporting patterns at the
school district rather than as evidence of what happens for iandividual reports.
Besides identifying some. of the categorical programs in which the district
participated and how many of the reports were associated with them, we found

Yrom our interviews what departments were preparing reports and for whom.

-5 -
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In this way, we hoped to describe the overall structure of reporting activity

and to determine the extent of its integration. Again, respondents were
sometimes vague in describing the federal or state department rereiving
specific reports. However, they could almost always name a key person in

the department with whom they corresponded regularly. Respondents pointed
out constantly that the departments at the state level were being reorganized
so frequently that they could not name their current titles. This was much
more apt to be true of reporting done for categorical programs than for fis-
cal accounting. Report linkages were therefore sometimes tracked through key
state personnel who were named in interviews. This was done through the
CALIFORNIA STATE REPORT CALENDAR which identified personnel together with the
name of the department in which they worked. Since the Calendar was current
for the time pericd studied, we assume that the identified departments have
appropriate titles. These were verified through the California Department of
Education Organization Chart of the same year.

It appears that our use of the State calendars and charts allowed us to
obtain not only a more complete picture but also a more coherent omne of the
funding and reporting flows between the district and state offices than that
possessed by any of our respondents within the district office.

District documents provided source material for administrative funding as
well as the layout of the district's physical plant.

After the school district interviews were completed and the reporting
efforts and their effects had been examined, our attention turned to the finan-
cial resources and their patterns of allocation to the school district. By this

identification, it was hoped that we could begin to discover the sources of

tne reports required; that is, were they more apt to be linked to categorical




or block grant funding, federal or state programs and what was the relation-
ship of the amount of funding from these sources to the amount of reporting
required. Finally, we were interested in how these overall funding patterus
affected the overall reporting effort. For this phase of the study, we
examined the organizatiomal framework through which resources were channeled
into the district. Annual fiscal reports from the federal and state depart-
ments of education as well as the district were used. Verification of major
state and district level financial flows was made via numerous telephone
calls to state and district cffices. It was not possible to obtain a precise
accounting of federal funding from the California Department of Education for
grade levels K-12 because budget reporting is by program and many of the
programs contain funding for higher educational programs as well. The U.S.
Department of Education Budget Office did not have the figure readily avail-
able either.

As the foregoing account illustrates, it was .Impossible to obtain a com-
plete piEture of reporting requirements of the school district or of its
organizational context. What information we did obtain was difficult to
gather and took an inordinate amount of time. We could not do all of the
things we set out to do substantively. The data gathering effort involved
50 many ambiguities that we can only offer our report as a general approxima-
tion of the system as it existed at the time:of this study.

For this study, we attempt to show:

(1) the overall context within which the school district obtains its
resources, including the patterns for the allocation of funds from different
levels of government to the district. (See Appendix C.)

(2) the proportional amount of block grant and categorical funding as

well as the number and kinds of categorical programs in which the district

participates. (See Appendices A, B, and D.)
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(3) the demsnds of accountability on staff time through an examination
¢f reporting in terms of number and content. We compare staff time devoted
to the preparation of reports for block grants and categorical programs as
well as for federal and state levels; further comparison is made of the
proportional amounts of revenues supplied to the district from federal,
state, and local levels and via categorical or block grants with the pro-
portional amounts of reports required by each level as well as type of grant.
(See Figures 1 and 2 as well as Appendix E. Appendices I and J provide
a list of reports by titles as well as by location of reporting activity,
to be referred to later.)

(4) the patterns of report preparation by determining what organiza-
tional units are engaged in preparing what reports. (See Appendices I and J.)

(5) the major reporting channels which have developed from the school
district to federal, state, and local levels of governance; three separate
mappings are made of mainline and categorical accounting to the California
State Department of Education as well as overall accounting to the U.S.
Department of Education. (See Figures 3, 4, and 5. Please refer to
Appendices G and H for Organization Charts of the school district and the
California State Department of Education.)

(6) effects of these programs and requirements on the structural com-
plexity of the school district, through an identification of central school
district administrators who were funded through federal categorical programs
as well as those who received state and mainline funding. (See Appendices
K-1 and K-2.)

(7) effects of these programs and requirements on the physical plant of

tae school district through a delineation of the sites of school district

administration. (See Appendix L. To protect the anonymity of the school dis~-

trict, this mapping of district facilities is presented in general terms only.)

-8 -




GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Grant Types

Categorical Aid

consolidated Categoricals

Nonconsolidated Categoricals

Bloek Grants, General Aid,
ainline Funding

Bases for Categorical Allocation

Competitive

Nongcompetitive

a form of financial assistance that

(1) requires an application and/or

a propesal, (2) specifies some narrow
basis of eligibility, and (3) contains
one or more of the following require-
ments: comnunity involvement, matching
funds or in-~kind contributions, evalua-
tion, comparability, non-supplanting,
indirect costs, and specified funding
period.

federal and state categorical aid
programs which the state of California
administers through the Consolidated
Categorical Division of the State
Department of Education

federal and state categorical aid
programs that are not covered by the
Calif~rnia Department of Education
consolidated application process.
Note: the conselidated and non~
consolidated categorical designations
are consistent with those used in
the Governor's Annual Budget reports.

a form of financial assistance which
may be used by local school districts
without meeting the mix of requirements
set forth in the definition of cate—
gorical aid. While restricted by
various regulations, they tend to be
more general and funding is often not
tied to any specific program.

amount of funding not assured but based
upon acceptance of a formal Proposal and
negotiation of amount; programmatic
reporting required.

entitlement based upon established,
determinable factors; judged on basis
of this eligibility rather than
competition among school districts.

-9 -




GLOSSARY OF TERMS (continued)

Selacted Consolidated Categoricals

Schoot Improv@mgpt Program (SIP) authorized by CH. 894, Statutes
\\ of 1977 (AB 65). This program is

a revised and expanded version of
the Early Childhood Education program.
30% of the total public school enroll-

. ment in California participated in 1979
ranging from 10% of the students in
grades 7-12 to 65% of the pupils in K-3.
The major objective of this program is
to improve the quality of education
through participation of administrators,
teachers, and parents (students rather
than parents at the secondary level)
in an ongoing planning and instructional
review process AT THE SCHOOL SITES;
unlike other categorical programs, it is
not designed to serve specific student
groups. (For more information, see
California Department of Education, THE
EVALUATION REPORT OF CONSOLIDATED APPLI-~

CATION PROGRAMS, 1979-80.) '
Elementary and Secondary authorized federal monies to public and
Education Act (ESEA) Title 1 private schools for low-achieving students

from low income families; allocations to
California are based upon the number of
children from low income families by
COUNTY; school districts receive monies
from the state based upon Aid to Families
with Dependent Children (AFDC) data.
Within school districts, schools ranked
ABOVE THE DISTRICT AVERAGE on the POVERTY
INDEX receive funds. Allocations are
based on an annual assessment of needs in

| basic skills (reading, writing, language,
and mathematics) and multicultural aware-
ness; if =hese needs are satisfied, monies
may be used for services in any subject
area based upon a needs assesgsment.

Economic Impact Aid (EIA and \ State of California program providing aid

EIA/SCE used intarchangeably) for the disadvantaged which supplements
the Elementary and Secondary Act Title 1
allocation; funds distributed pursuant to
Chapter 894/1977 (AB 65); district

/continued...
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GLOSSARY, OF TERMS (continued)

Economic Impact Aid (EIA and
EIA/SCE used interchangeably)
(continued)

eligibility and pupil eligibility are
established in a manner similar to that
for Title 1 although school selection
usually requires additional criteria;
schools selected must develop a three

year program which addresses strategies
for meeting student needs as well as how
the effectiveness of those strategies will
be judged; the establishment of both dis-
trict and school advisory committees for
program planning, implementation, and
evaluation are required. Programmatic
requirements are identical to ESEA Title 1.

Selected Nonconsolidated Categoricals

Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) Title
I - Migrant

Vocational Education (VE)

Adult Education
Basic Aid
Apportionment

Special Education

provides supplementary funds for educational
programs for children of migrant parents;
California has nine regional offices res-
ponsible for program administration.

federally funded program to provide voca-
tional training and guidance; programs-
offered through regular secondary school
curriculur as well as regional occupational
centers (ROC); matching funds by the state
are required for state level operations
only.

Adult Basic Education provides adult classes
for instruction in basic skills-~below ninth
grade level; adult apportionment aid is
granted by the state of California Depart-
ment of 'Education for all other educational
programs for adults; basic aid comes from
federal monies.

programs for learning, physically, com-
municatively, and severely handicapped
pupils; Chapter 797, Statutes of 1980
(SB1970) provides for full statewide imple-
mentation of a consolidated Master Plan
for all special education programs by
FY1981-82 in compliance with federal plan-
ning requirements. This change will elim-
inate the dual structure of Master Plan
and Non~Master Plan Special Education
programs and authorized INDIVIDUALIZED
assessments.

- 11 -




GLOSSARY OF TERMS (continued)

Child Development Aid provides for child care centers through
federal and state grants; federal funds
received by the State Department of Social
Services are transferred to the State
Department of Education under Title XX,

Child Nutrition Aid primarily, federal monies for school lunch
and breakfast programs; funds administered
at the statz2 level by the State Department
of Education, O0ffice of Child Nutrition

District Funds

General Fund basic fiscal fund of each school district
in California; includes finances for
Ceneral Education; Special Education;
instructional, administrative, and pupil
support services; Special Projects; district
maintenance and operationms.

Building Fund repository for the proceeds from the sale
of bonds, used to finance minor capital
outlays; income for this fund comes trom
the sale of property, the state and through
federal subventions; since federal subven-
tions for building purposes may be deposited
into the State School Building Fund, the
federal subventions do not necessarily show
the total of federal grants for construction.

Special Reserve Fund Special Fund established by some school
districts to accumulate funds over a period
of years to be used for capital outlay
purposes.

State School Building Fund a Fund financed through state-wide bond

. issues to provide for the financing of
projects for districts whose facilities are
inadequate to accommodate the school popu-
lation and whose bond indebtedness is at
the legal maximum.

Cafeteria Fund a Fund or Account for the handling of
cafeteria money through the county treas-
urer or a local bank at the district's
discretion; does not include all financial
transactions for the school lunch program
since it is legally required that certain
expenditures must be met through the
General Fund.




GLOSSARY OF TERMS (continued)

child Development Fund

~

Development Center for
Handicapped Pupils Fund

Miscellaneous

Consolidated Reports

Mainline Accounting

Special Projects

Special Services

a Fund used to finance the operation of

a Children's Center; does not include all
financing for Centers since certain ad-
ministrative costs may be paid from the
General Fund

a Fund in the county treasury of a school
district for a Development Center for
Handicapped Pupils

components of a California state-level
reporting system designed to consolidate
reporting for certain federal and state
categorical programs; in most cases,
each report is written to meet certain
accounting requirements for several
programs.

Fiscal and/or other reporting from the
school district to higher levels of
educational governance for GENER@L
EDUCATION

certain federal and state categorically
funded instructional programs for specific
student groups; does not include special
education programs

certain services provided by the school
district from monies provided through
general aid from state and local levels;
recently, categorical aid from the federal
Department of Education has supplemented
support through funding handicapped programs
covered under Specizl Services; these in-
clude such programs as, Speech and Hearing,
Home Teaching, Psychological Services,
School Health, Children's Centers, and
Special Education for Mentally Retarded
and the Physically Handicapped.
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III. The School District and Its Resources

Table 1 shows the total income received by the school district by level
of government funding for FY1979-80. Total district income for FY1979-80 was
seventy million dollars ($70,000,000). The scate of California provided forty-
eight million dollars™($48,000,000) representing sixty-nine per cent (69%) of
district total income. Local income from County sources and derived primarily
from local property taxes was sixteen million dollars ($16,000,000), accounting
for twenty-three per cent (23%) of the total. Funds received from federal
sources amounted to six million dollars ($6,000,000) or eight per cent (8%) of
the district total.

TABLE 1

School District Income by Funding Level, FY1979-80 (in thousands)*

Funding Level Income
federal $ 6,000 (8%)
state 48,000 (69%)
local 16,000 (232%)
TOTAL ‘ $ 70,000

Source: ANNUAL FINANCIAL AND BUDGET REPORT, FY1979-80 (J~41)

*To protect district anonmymity, only approximate amounts of income
are shown. These amounts are proportionately correct.

The school district's income was distributed amoung five funds: the
General Fund, Bond Interest and Redemption Fund, Special Reserve Fund, Cafe-
teria Fund, and the Child Development Fund. As shown in Table 2, eighty-nine

ser cent (89%) of district income comes from the General Fund. The income from

-
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this Fund derives from block grants as well as categorical aid from federal,
state, and local sources. It is used for district administration, general and
special instruction, support services as well as for overall district mainten-
ance and operations. The remaining Funds are for auxiliary district‘functions
and account for only eleven per cent (11%) of total district revenues. The
Cafeteria Fund income derives principally from federal School Breakfast and Lunch
Prozrams. The Child Development Fund is principally for state funded Children's
Centers to provide day care for the children of working parents.

TABLE 2

School District Income by Fund, FY1979-80 (in thousands)*

Fund Income
General Fund $62,000 (89%)
Bond Interest and Redemption 1,700 (2%)
Special Reserve 50 (=
Cafeteria 3,750 (5%)
Child Development 2,500 (4%)
TOTAL $70,000 (100%)

Source: ANNUAL FINANCIAL AND BUDGET REPORT, FY1979-80 (J-41)

*To protect district anonymity, only approximate amounts of
income are shown. These amounts are proportionately correct.

Table 3 shows how the school district's monies from the General Fund for
Education are distributed. General Support comes through Basic Education,
Instructional Support/Supervision, Pupil Services, and General Support and Admin-
istracion allocations. This support constituted approximately forty-nine million

Iollars ($49,000,000) or eighty per cent (80%) of total General Funds at the

- 15 -

2




]

school district. Special Projects is the allocation for Categorical imstruc-
tional programs. It accounted for approximately ten per cent (10%) of district
zeneral funds or almost six million dollars ($6,000,000). Special Education
accounted for about five million dellars, ($5,000,000) or eight per cent (8%)

of all General Fund allocations.

TABLE 3
School District General Fund Expenditures for Education

FY 1979—801 (in thousands)

INSTRUCTION/EDUCATION $33,0002
Basic Education $28,000
Special Education 5,000
INSTRUCTIONAL SUPPORT/SUPERVISION 6,500
PUPIL SERVICES 3,000
SPECIAL PROJECTS 6,000
GENERAL SUPPORT/ADMINISTRATION 12,000
AUXILIARY PROGRAMS 1,000
TOTAL $61,500°

Source: ANNUAL FINANCIAL AND BUDGET REPORT, FT1979-80 (J-41)

lrotal from all funds is approximately $70,000,000. This
represents General Fund expenditures. Therefore, it does
not include Children's Centers or Cafeteria Services as

well as cerrain other minor funds.

2Proportional rather than actual funding amounts are presented
to protect the school district's anonymity. Because of this
and different methods of categorization, they may not agree
with those presented elsewhere in this paper. Totals may
differ as well.

3Due to rounding, totals are not exact.
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Our subsequent investigation shows the sampled school district to be typical
of districts in California in terms of the distribution of government revenue
sources as well as by Funds. However, the statz of California is somewhat
atypical of most other states because it provides about seventy per cent (707%
of the overall funding of K~12 funding for education in the state.

Public education in the United States has been traditionally a local enter-
orise, and most funding has been provided at the local level. This was true of
California as well until recently. However, the passage of Proposition 13 and
the Serrano Decision have changed the state's role in education. With the pas-
sage of Proposition 13 in 1978, local governments were unable to obtain the

: revenues needed for education from local property taxes. In addition the Serrano

Decision required the state of California to equalize per pupil expenditures
among its school districts. In response to both of these events, the California
Legislature enacted Chapter 282, Statutes of 1979 (AB 8) which sought to replace
a portion of the property tax revenues lost by local agencies as well as to
equalize expenditures. Assembly Bill 8 provides state funding for general edu-
carion through a state block grant.

Block Grants and Categorical Aid

Income to the school district comes from block grants and categorical aid.
Block grant funding is for general education and is usually not tied to speciflc
programs while categorical aid is usually restricted to a specific purpose; ordi=-
narilv, to establish a particular program to serve a subset of the total student
population.

Of the school district's total inccme, fifty-six million dollars

$31,000,000) comes from block zrants. This represents eighty per cent (307)
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of the district's total revenues. Of this, local revenues accounted for twenty-
eight per cent (28%), state revenues for sixty-eight per cent (687), and federal

revenues for four per cent (4%). (See Appendix D and Attachment.)

Local, State, and Federal Allocations

Local funds are distributed to the school district directly by the County |
Auditors Office. These funds are primarily derived from property taxes and bond ‘
interest. In addition, the district obtains some local revenue from direct fee
assessments for such services as day care and school lunches.

Of total state funding of forty-eight million dollars ($48,000,000), approx-
imately forty million dollars ($40,000,000) or eighty-three percent (83%) was }
block grant funding for General Education. The remaining funds were for programs |
receiving state categorical aid. We identified sixteen (16) state programs.

(See Appendix A for a listing cf state allocations. Note: In the Appendix, only
Fwelye (12) separate categoricals are shown. Four programs are combined under
Special Education categoricals. The general headings used in Appendix A, Parts

A through E, are the same as those used in the Governor's Budget. They will be
used for the remainder of the discussion of district resources. For a definition
of Consolidated and Nonconsolidated categoricals, see Glossary.)

Consoli&ated and Nonconsolidated Categoricals, as used here, are defined
according to California Department of Education designations. The designations
did not always agree with those in use at the school district we stgdied. State
Nonconsolidatad Categoricals for Demonstrations Programs in Reading and Mathj;

ESEA Title IV-c and Bilingual Education are treated under the Consolidated
Reporting System by the district. Notably, the state Department of Education's
own designation of the Gifted and Talented Program (previously, Mentally Gifted

Minors Program) as a Consolidated Categorical has shifted to the Nonconsolidated
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category due te requests from those groups affiliated with the program. The
district's supervisor affiliated with this program told us that this change
saved a lot of paper work. ’

Sf the state and/or federal and state-funded categorical programs, three
were under the Consolidated Application System developed by the state to reduce
the reporting load of sc¢hool districts. Consolidated Categoricals accounted for
forty per cent (40%) of total funding by the state for all categoricals. It
should be noted that Special Education Categoricals are expected to be consoli~
dated at the district within the coming year. In order to receive federal fund-
ing for the handicapped, it is necessary for districts to develop Special Educa-
tion Master Plams. The increased reporting entailed by this together with federal
planning grants has encouraged the state to develop Consolidated Reporting Systems
for Speciu.l Education.

It was more difficult to identify all of the federally funded Categorical
Programs in which the district participated than to locate the state programs.
State programs were itemized in the district's ANNUAL FINANCIAL AND BUDGET REPORTS
while the only itemization provided for federal programs was for ESEA entitle-
ments overall, Comprehensive Employment Training Programs, Vocational Education,
and block grant monies for Federal Impact Aid. All remaining federal categori-
cals were lumped together in a residual category of "ather" in this report.

Where federal Categoricals were under the umbrella of the Comsolidated Projects

reporting system, we were able to obtain a complete listing of district alloca-

tions from its sources., However, we were unable to find any report at the school
district level which identified all federal Nonconsolidated Categorical Programs
in which the school district participdted. For a more complete itemization, we

had to rely upen interviews. Since no one at the district was acquainted with

)
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a;l federal programs, our listing of district participation in federal programs
may be incomplete.

Of the federal programs in which the district participated that we identified,
none were funded directly by federal sources. The predominant pattern was for
federal funds to be sent to the California Department of Education, which adminis-
tered federal as well as state programs and reimbursed districts. From what could
be determined, federal Child Development allocations are sent from federal offices
to the state Department of Social Services and are then transferred to state
Department of Education Offices for reimbursement of schools districts. CETA
funds flowed to the district from local government agencies. (See Appendix B
for a listing of all federal programs in which the district participated.)

Of six million dollars ($6,000,000) of federal funds received by the dis-
trict, over two hundred thousand ($200,000) representing four per cent 42
were via block grants. The remaining ninety-six per cent (96%) of funds were
received via Categoricals.

The school district participated in at least ten federal Categorical pro-
grams. Of these, almost three million dollars ($3,000,000) or forty-eight per
cent (48%) of the funding was for the numerous components of ESEA Title 1 for
the disadvantaged. (Unfortunately, we were unable to obtain a breakdown of these
components.) ESEA Title 1 was the only federal Categorical to be designated
under the staté Consolidated Application Plan. Child Nutrition Programs under
the School Breakfast and Lunch Acts received almost two million dollars
($2,000,000) -or thirty-two per cent (32%) of the federal allocation. The remain-
ing sixteen per cent (16X) of funds are divided among numerous relatively small
Categoricals, some of which are identified in Appendix B,

Noticeably, by FY1979-80, the district had not yet participated in the
federal program for the handicapped. In the following fiscal year, the district
- 20 -
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was expecting to receive approximately six hundred thousand dollars (5600,000)
Yor its participation in this program.

The Environment

The overall context within which the school district receives its funds

is described here. Appendix C shows how the school district receives its
funding allocations. Numerical designations (1) through (6) designate block
grants while the remaining numbers (7) through (32) show categorical program
grants. Aécompanying bar graphs illustrate the proportionate amounts of cate-~
gorical and block grant aid at each level as well as showing the sources of
funds for all school districts in California and the school district studied.

(See Appendix D.)

From Aggendices C and D, it is readily apparent that the school district
studied rece?bed funds from all levels of government and from more than one
agency at the federal level.

The total U.S. Department of Education budget for education in FY1979-80
was over thirteen billion dollars ($13,689,000,000). After funds for higher
education and federal oper;tions are deleted, we estimate that over eight
billion dollars ($8,000,000,000 plus) was left to be used principally for
elementary and secondary education. (For sources and informatior on how this
total was arrived at, see Appendix D.)l

The state of California Department of Education received federal monies
of more than eight hundred million dollars ($866,700,000) for grades K-12 in
FY1979-80. This is typical for California's federal allocation. 1ne state
of California usually receives approximately ten per cent (19%) of federal

education monies. This is commensurate with its population base.

1Note that we have been able to present only a partial account of federal
expenditures for education, mainly that which comes through the U.S.
Department of Education.
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Of federal monies received, thirty~two million dollars ($32,000,000) or
four per cent (4X) was used for state operations. The remainder was given to
school districts. Fifteen percent (15%) oxr one hundred and thirty million
dollars ($130,000,000) was Federal Impact Aid and issued as a Block Granc.

The remaining funds were allocated via separate categorical programs.

The state of California budgeted an additional sum of almost seven billion
dollars ($€,800,000,000) for elementary and secondary education in FY1979-80.
Almost six billion dollars ($5,900,000,000) or eighty-seven per cent (87%)
was in the form of block grant funding. For the remaining thirteen per cent
(132) of categorical aid, varying amounts were added by the state to eigh§
faderally funded programs. In addition, the state of California entirely funded
twelve of the identified categoricals, according to what we could determine.

According to a Budget Summary from the Legislative Analysts's Offiée, it
vas estimated that from ALL SOURCES California school districts received
nearly eleven billion dollars ($10,800,000,000) in Ff1779-80. Of this twenty-
five per cent (25%) was local, sixty~five per cent (65%) state, and tem per
cent (10Z) federal.

The school district studied received proportionately similar allocationms.
(See page 14.)

Observation of the OVERALL FUNDING FLOW to the sample school district re-
veals that while most funding is via block grant, many cateogrically aided
programs retain their distinct designation all the way to the district level.
;or example, ESEA Titlé 1, the federal program for the disadvantaged, remains
ESEA Title 1 funding even to the district level and is never combined with
the state compensatory progrim of Economic Impact Aid. The programs never

“”Béahme subsumed under one categorical umbrella. Even while the state of
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California has made an attempt to consolidate some reports for certain programs,
those programs remain distinct and separate in terms of their designation and
funding. Ap the federal level, none of the categoricals is consolidated in
any way. Secondly, overall funding flows show that the sample school district
receives funds from all levels of government and even from several agencies at
the federal ievel. Most of the resources to the district still come from the
state of California, however. The state retains nearly all of the direct al-
location linkages and direct authority over the allocation of funds. It allo-
cates not‘ohly a major share of block grant funds but exercises nearly total
control over the allocation of school district funds. (See Appendix C.)

The next question to be asked is what constraints this system of fund al-
location places on the school district. For this, we begin by focussing on
accountability thrcugh reporting requirements and its imgportance at the school

district.

IV. The Demands of Accountability: Reporting Requirements

The demands of accountability are assessed in terms of the amount of staff
time needed for preparation of reports. Unfortunately, no direct and pr%cise
peasurements of staff time could be made. For instance, we were unable SB
determine how much staff time the preparation of categorical program reports
required nor could we compare that time to the demands posed by all other re-
quired reports. A less direct method of showing the demands of accountability
on staff time is by looking at the number and characteristics of required
reports.

Taking this latter approach, we first attempt to show the number of reports

from the CALIFORNIA STATE REPORT CALENDAR prepared at the school district for
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both federal and state agencies. Of these reports, the proportion linked to
federal and state categorical programs 1s identified. (See Figure l1.) Then,
we describe the basic reporting requirements for categorical programs processed
through the Special Projects department of the school district.

School District Reporting

As-noted earlier, the findings on how many reports are written by the |
school district are based upon questions asked of school district personnel.

' 0ften, no one knew for certain whether a particular report was prepared and,
if so, by what department. Therefore, given the ambiguities involved in collec-
ting data such as this, we offer the findings shown in Figure 1 as a general
indication of reporting activity at the district.

The CALIFORNIA STATE REPORT CALENDAR is sent from the state Department of
Education to each school disrrict in Califormia. It contains a listing of the
reports required of the school districts for both federal and state Departments
of Education. Without special waivers, the state is not supposed to ask for
reports not appearing on this list. All school districts are required to pre-
pare certain reports for the overall educational program. Others are necessary
only if a school district is participating in one or more special programs.

With the aid of district personnel and the STATE CALENDAR, an attempt was made |
to find the locus and extent of report requirements imposed upon the school

district. These findings are showh in Figure 1 and Appendix E.
(FIGURE 1 about here)
Figure | indicates that the CALIFORMIA STATE REPORT CALENDAR, 1980, lists
approximately three hundred and twenty~three (323) reports. The present study
includes all reports on the CALENDAR except those listed 'as required’'. It

therefore includes two hundred and forty-one (241) or seventy-five per cent

(753%) of the reports listed on the CALENDAR in 1980.
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Figure 1
REPORTING BY SAMPLE SCHOOL DlSTRICT‘

State' Report Calendar

All Listed Reports
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0f these two hundred and forty-ona (241) DIFFERENT TYPES of reports, the .

district prepared one hundred and fifty-three reports (153) or sixty~four per

\
|
|
|
|
\
\
\
cent (64%) of the total. One hundred and three (103) or sixty-sever per cent
(67%) of these reports are for categorical programs. ‘
Of the one hundred and fifty~three KINDS of reports prepared, one hundred ‘
and seven (107) oxr seventy per cent (70%) were prepared for the state of Cali-
fornia. ,The remainder were for federal agencies. Although not shown in Figure
l, we found that sixty-one per cent of the reports by type prepared at the
cent were for block grant funds.
s Total NUMBER of reports takes into account that certain reports are written
several times per year. Thus, a monthly report on the CALENDAR is reported as
twelve (12) and a quarterly report as four (4) undzr Number of Reports in

Appendix E. Figure 1 shows that by taking into account the aumber of reports

district for the state were for categorical programs while thirty-nine per
written, the proportional amount of reporting for categorical programs in rela-

tion to total reporting increases slightly. The proportion of reports to the

state of California rather than federal agencies also incréases when number

rather than types of reports are congsidered, indicating that program linked

reports are slightly more likely to be required on a quarterly or monthly basis.

Using number of reports, the proportion for categorical programs is seventy-four

per cent (74%) or one hundred and fifty-three (153) of two hundred and six (206)

reports or seventy-eight per cent (78%) of the total district reports.

Reporting and Fundigg?

4

Comparing the levels of governance which supply the school district income

ZThe statistics comparing reporting and funding must be viewed with considerable

| caution because the Calendar only listed required federal reports for a six month

1 period; therefore, to make the compar§§on relevant to the yearly period for other

‘ reports and funds, we estimated the number of federal reports by doubling the
number of federal reports to reflect a twelve month period.
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with tiie amount of reporting required by these levels, we find from Figure 2
that while federal agencies only accounted for eight per cent (8%) or six
million dollars ($6,000,000) of district income, they represent thirty per

cent (30%) of total reports prepared by type. By number of reports written,
they represent twenty-two per cent (22%) or forty-six (46) reports. State
reports account for the remaining seventy per cent (70%) by type or seventy-
eight per cent (78%) by number of reports prepared by the district, which is
about the same proportion as s$tate funds received. Local goverrment supplies
twenty-three per cent (237%) of district income but only receives copies of cer~
tain fiscal reports sent to the state from what we could learﬁ. No reports

were identified as written directly for county agencles although there probably

are a few. These reports would not be listed on the STATE REPORT CALENDAR.
(FLGURE 2 about here)

Comparing categorical and block grant t;;és of funding with the proportion
of district reporting by type, eighty per cent (80%) or fifty-six million dollars
(556 ,000,000) was for block grant funding of education overall while thirty-
three per cent (33%Z) or fifty (50) reports were preparea to account for these
general funds.

By numbers of reports for block grant funds, twenty-six per cent (267%)
of district reports accounted for eighty per cent (80%) of district funding.

Since much of the reporting appeared to be due to categorical programs,
more indepth interviews were conducted in the Special Projects department of
the school district to obtain information on the content of these reports.

Categorical Reports

The schocl district has a Special Projects department which handles many

of the Consolidated and Nonconsolidated Categoricals. This department assumes
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Figure 2
SOURCES OF DISTRICT REVENUES AND DISTRICT PREPARED
REPORTS BY TYPE AND NUMBER
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primary responsibility for the following programs: ESEA Title 1; ESEA Title
Iv-C; Indian Education; School Improvement; Economic Imbact Ald; Vocational
Education; Regional Occupation; Rilingual; and CETA programs.

A Consolidatad Application System has been devised by the State of Cali-
fornia for certain federal and state categorical programs. Of the programs ad-
ministered by the Special Projects office of the school district, only Vocational
Educacion, Rezional Occupation programs, CETA, and Indian Education were not in-
¢luded in this System.

The Consolidated Reporting System contalns four components: a Consolldated
Application, Schocl and District Level Plans, Self-evaluation Instruments, and

' Compliance Review. (See Appendices F-1 through F-4.)

The Congolidated Application is the initial application for Special Projects

categorical aid. The Application is prepared by the Special Projects department
of the school district. It is submitted at least two times a year to the Cali-
fornia State Department of Education Office of Deputy Superintendent of Programs,
Consolidated Programs Division, District Support Unit. It primaril? documents
the money requested; number of pupils, teachers, and admini tra;:;s, ethnicity
of participants; and program affiliaticm.

Consolidated School Level Plans are prepared in response to federal and
state legislative requirements of ESEA Title 1, EIA, and the School Improvement
Program. Originally, School Level Plans were only required of those schools'
participating in Early Childhood Education. School Improvement, the replacement
program for Ea;ly Childhood Education, extended enrollment eligibility from
primary grade levels to include K-12 grade levels. Reports are prepared at
the school sites and submitted to the Special Projects department. This depart-

ment assumes district level administrative responsibility for these plans and




has staff that train and advise school officials on plan preparation. Dot all
of the district's schools were participating in the School Improvement Program.
While most of the elementary schools in the district participated in the School
Improvement Program, none of the secondary schools participated. In FY1979-80,
the state of California provided seven million dollars ($7,000,000) in planning
grants for schools serving Grades 7-12 to develop plans and paxticipate in the
program. This allocation was in addition to disbursements for program
participation. ot

The School Improvement Plans are prepared at school sites with the partici-
pation of School Site Councils. They must be revised every three years. The
Plan must contain summarieslof the assessments on which it is based, a descrip-
tion of the planned program including instructional, support, ongoing planmning,
agd evaluation activities. Special requirements are added based upon the char-
acteristics of a school's student population. For example, if a school has
American Indian students, the Plan must include a program description specific
to this population. Similar requirements are imposed for students designated
as Neglected or Delinquent in secondary schools. In this and many other cases,
additional special forms are required.

Both the School Improvement Plans and the Consolidated Application usually
include several attached forms to accommodate the reporting requirements attached
to certain population or one of the Consolidated programs. As a result of the
many requirements of these docusments, they are often over fifty pages long
and sometimes much more lengthy.

At the school district, the Special Projects department oversees and advises

the schools on the preparation of School Level Plans. In addition, it is
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responsible for the development of a District Level Plan in which it lists its
procedures for providing schools with information about School Improvement,
policies regarding the establishment of School Site Councils as well as District
Advisory Boards, plans fpr phasing in schools, and other information om 1ts
administrative orocedurgs. .

Until recently, aﬁnual onsite school inspection was made by state personnel
for all schools participating in ESEA Title 1. The U.S. Department of Education
requires Program Compliance Reviews every three years for ESEA Title 1 parti-

cipation. Ragper than conducting annual reviews, the state now complies with

A v

the less rigid three year review requirement. And schools that performed poorly .

in previous years do not receive a review visit but rather a "program assistance
visic". (See state of California, Department of Education, EVALUATION REPORT
OF CONSOLIDATED APPLICATION PROGRAMS, 1577-78, p. 36-38.)

The Special Projects department prepares its own self-assessment reports
for Consolidated programs. One example is an ANNUAL SUMMARY OF CONSOLIDATED
PROJECTS ACHIEVEMENTS TESTS. In addition, several surveys are conducted and
reported on for such Consolidated Programs as Bilingual Eduction. All of these
activicies and/or reports are in response to program requirements. Some repor-—
ting requirements were for programs within the Consolidated System but were
external to its reporting. (For a complete listing of reports required for
the Consolidated Application System, see Appendix F-4. This listing includes
reports prepared by state as well as local education agencies.)

For federal and state Categorical programs under the Consolidated Appli-
cation System, reporting prepared directly for federal agencies was minor in
cerms of the time required. Without a doubt, the major effort was report writ-

ing for the state for these programs. In fact, our discussions with district
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personnel from this department led us to believe that the overall number of

...
-

federal reports require& directly presented a somewhat distorted view of
reporting efforts done directly for the U.S. Department of Education. For
most programs, reports prepared for the federal level directly were peripheral
to the overall reporting effort and much less time consuming. With the excep-
tion of bilingual education, this was particularly true of programs within

the Consolidated A?plication System for Special Projects.

As should be apparent, réporting to the state for programs under the Con-
s0lidated Application System required considerable effort at both the central
district lével, in particular, within the Special Projects department and at
the school sites.

Reports required for Nonconsolidated Categorical program administered by
the Special Projects departmené are considered next.

Vocational Education, the oldest of the categorical programs, required
a similar set of reports to the Consolidated effort except that only district
level plans were required. And while participation required self evaluative
reporting with the possibility of periodic state evaluation, none had been
carried out in recent years. However, reporting was extensive, involving
applications, district plans, and evaluative elements.

CETA programs were also administered by the Special Projects department.
Reporting for these programs appeared to be primarily fiscal. However, since
this program was not investigated thoroughly, we are uncertain.

The school district participated in an Indian Education program for which
it received a small federal grant of forty thousand dollars ($40,000). For
this competitive grant, it was necessary to submit an Application putting

forth objectives, administrative, implementation, and evaluation procedures.
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In addition, it was necessary to keep separate files for each child and to
conduct a parent survey, and submit evaluation reports.

Having described reporting effort and the demands it placed upon the dis-
rrict, we next focus on the structural arrangements for report preparation.
In particular, we ask: what is the organizational arrangement for report
preparation? Looking at report preparation overall, what reporting patterns

emerge ) -

v, School District Response

'Qrganization of Reporting at the School District

The preceding exploration of the locus, extent, and content of reporting
implies that this activity consumes considerable school district time and there-
foreis of central importance to district administration. We now focus on how
the school district responds to these reporting requirements. The questions
addressed here are: does the school district coordinate its report writing
activity, and how comprehensive is the reporting?

Presented here are our impressions based on an exploratory effort. These
findings should nSC be considered as definitive, but as giving direction for
further indepth study of district efforts to coordinate reporting activity.
gur findings are based upon the titles of reports written by a given division
and/or department and are intended to show overall patterns; they do not neces-
sarily reflect what happens to each report, due to the limitatioﬁ inherent in
this data gathering effort. More significantly, no one at the scﬁool district
xnew for sure where many of the reports were prepared.

An examination of how report Qriting tasks are handled at the district

{ .
revealed that every division visited was occupied with writing reperts for
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federal and state agencies. These divisions are: Office of Deputy Superin-
tendent, Business Services, Elementary Education, Special Services, and Per-
sonnel Services. Within these divisions, we were able to identify twenty de-
partments whose activities included writing reports for federal and state
Departments of Education. Reporting for other federal and state agencies was
not examined. (See Appendix G for School District Organization Chart and
Appendices I-2 through I~-6 and J:l through J-6 for report writing by division
and department.)

Each of these reports is nominally passed through the Business Division
of the school district before being sent to federal and state agencies. How~
ever, no one within that Division or any other was knowledgeable about ALL of

the reporting required, and there was no evidence to indicate an overarching

organizational framework for the coordinmation of the sepamtereporting efforts.

A major cleavage in the administration of reporting activity appeared to
exist between fiscal and programmatic accounting. It was difficult to find
school administrators with detailed knowledge of both aspects of reporting.

Fiscal reporting is dome primarily to show income received and how it is
spent. The district's fiscal reporting system appeared to be straightforward
and relativelywell coordinated internally. The preparation of these types of
reports took place within one division, with all of its departments located
close to one another in the central administration building. Financial reports
were prepared for the California State Financial Services Division, Local

Assistance Bureau. Most reporting effort was directed toward writing a single

comprehensive report, the ANNUAL FINANCIAL AND BUDGET REPORT (J-41) and its

SUPPLEMENTS. This report presented a general overview of key fiscal transactions

bv the school district. While key personnel within the Business Division might
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not know precisely what reports were writtem for what aspects of fiscal repor-
tinz activity, they had a general knowledge of the relationships of individual
fiscal accounts to the school budget overall. Therefore, it was not necessary
to interview as many personnel to find cut about fiscal accounting as it was
for its counterpart, programmatic reportiang.

Programmatic reporting refers to accounts written to describe educational
actrivities and support in services. It refers to general educational processes
as well as theose related to specific categorical programs.

When we attempted to find a district administrator who might draw a com-
posite picture of the reporting framework for programmatic accountability, we
discovered that no one was capable of doing so. However, it was easy to find
personnel who could tell us about all reporting requirements for General Educa-
tion. Only data on enrollments, staff and pupil cliaracteristics, and standard-
ized tests scores for certain grade levels were required, and all of this repor-
ting activity was done through the Data Frocessing, and Testing an& Evaluation
departments. These departments were in adjoining offices, and personnel worked
closely with one another. ‘

Reporting for categorical programs was scattered throughout many departments
in the ?%istrict. Some of these departments were: Special Projects, épecial
Services, Children's Centers, Adult Education, Food Services, Driver Training,
Driver Safetv, and School-Age Parenting. No one at the district was able to
describe aLL of these programs or what reporting was required for participation
in them.

Administrators of Special Projects and Special Education did have an over-
view of a cluster of programs for which they reported. However, one supervisor

worsing on programs within the Consolidated Application System expressed despair
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that the various legal constraints placed upon each separate program within
the system had resulted in neither comprehensive accounting for all programs
nor reduced paperwork. In gact, he felt that paperwork had increased tremen-
dously under the Consolidated Reporting System and did not feel this had been
particularly helpful to the instructional effort at the schools. He was also
ncerned that the legislated mandates for EACH program were often conflicting

with one another when several specific programs were implemented at a school
simultaneously. However, no specific examples were cited.

Even for Consolidated Categorical programs, legislation authorizes them
and specifies their accountability requirements SEPARATELY. This legislation
includes: Assembly Bill 65 (Chapter 894, Statues of 1977), School Improvement;
(Chapter 2.5, Division 7, Statues of 1965), the Miller-Unruh Basic Reading Act;
($B1329, Chapter 978, Statues of 1976, as amended), the Chacon-Moscone Bilingual
Bicultural Education Act of 1976; (Senate Bill 90, Chapter 1406, Statutes of
1972); and the Elementary Education Act (ESEA) Title 1 (PL 89-10, as amended).

Further investigation showed that all of the Categoricals, whether con=-
solidated or not, carried their own unique set of accounting requirements. Many
reports were required to meet these many requirements. Fifty-three central
district administrators were employed by the school district. Most of them
were engaged in overseeing and/or preparing reports. Their concerns were to
see that specific requirements for reporting were met.

To summarize, there was no overarching framework for reporting at the
school district. Two distinctively separated domains of activity could be
identified: fiscal and programmatic‘accounting. A coordinated system for fis-
cal accounting to the state had developed, and a separate, very sparse system

of accounting had developed for general education. However, accounting for the
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many categorical programs in which the distxict was engaged resulted in a
widely dispersed system of reporting activity involving many employees.

We do not think that the lack of coordination at the school district
studied is due to any peculiarities of this district's management. On the
contrary, this district's administrators appeared concerned and highly

competent.

VI, Structural Impacts

System of Accounting

A noticeable consequence of the dispersed and disparate controls from
higher levels together with the differentiated structure at the district level
is an elaborate maze of upward reporting linkages. In our efforts to illustrate
this, we first attempted to present a mapping of all reports sent from the school
district to various upper level units. This resulted in so many links that
particular ones could no longer be followed. As a result, we show separate
maps limited to linkages for three kinds of reporting. Mainline accounting from
the school district to the California State Department of Education is shown
in Figure 3. Mainline accounting refers to that accounting for other than cate-
gorically funded programs. Accounting from the school district to the Cali-
fornia State Department of Education for categorical programs is shown in Figure
4. Finally, Figure 5 illustrates direct reporting from the school district to
the U.S. Department of Education.

The diagrams presented in Figures 3 through 5 contain only divisions and
departments primarily responsible for preparing reports and do not represent
che state or school district's complete organization. (For this, see Appendices

G and H.)

(FIGURES 3, 4 and 5 about here)
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Figure 3 shows that there are relatively few linkages from the school
district to the state Depsrtment of Education for mainline accounting. Even
so, there does not appear t& be overall integration and coordination of controls
over mainline accounting. We especially note that vertically parallel unilts
have developed at the school disgrict to mirror the departmental structure at
the state level. For instance, ths Financial Services division at the state
has its equivalent Business Servicés division at the school district level. A
similar phenomenon can be seen among the other state and local level units. In
most cases, key reporting routes connect vertically parallel units.

Figure & shows increasingly complex reporting arrangements in the case of
specially funded programs. This is as expected since each of these programs
carries its own unique set of controls with much separate reporting to accommodate
them. Most of the reporting from the Special Projects subunits is to the Cen-
tralized Services unit of the Consolidated Programs division. While direct
reporting appears to be coordinated in the case of Consolidated Projects, this
is somewhat deceptive. Once reports are received by the Centralized Services
unit, the individual components are fanned out to many sSubunits within the
Office of Programs. For example, the Schocl Improvement Plans (A-127-8) and
the Consolidated Application (A-127-D) are both received by the Centralized
Services unit under the Division of Programs. A-127S remains in the audit file
of Centralized Services and is used by state consultants from other Consolidated
Programs division unit except for the Elementary and Secondary Support units.
The many consultants at the state level check for compliance with the regula-

tions of various programs. The District Support unit checks for Compliances

with A-127D, the fiscal application.
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The major FISCAL link for both programs within and external to Consolidated
reporting is directly from the Accounting unit of the Business Services divigion
sf the school district to the Local Assistance Bureau of the Financial Services
division at the state level. Hence, a major disjointing of controls for all
specially funded programs appears to be in the break between fiscal and substan-
tiye accounting links.

Figure 5 shows that most departments within the school district report to
the U.S. Department of Education, as well as to other federal agencies. It
was not possible to discover all of the federal agencies to whom the school
district reported. Neither of these agencies nor the subdivigions within the
U.S. Department of Education are shown in Figure 5. As discussed earlier, the
reports to the U.S. Department of Education apparently represent observance of
more minor reporting requirements with the exception of a few programs which
have retained stronger linkages to the federal government, such as vocational
education.

1f we were to overlay the maps shown in Figures 3, 4, and 5, the accounting
links beccme very de%se. The complexity resulting from dispersed controls and

the expanded levels of governance becomes readily apparent.

Administrative Complexity at the School District

Qur Aescriptive study suggests that due to the imposition of increased
demands f;om these Special Programs, the administrative structure of the school
district has become more complex. (See Appendix K-1 and K~2.) This is shown
by the substantial number of administrators retained by the district specifi~
cally for and funded by categorical programs, especially, Special Projects and
Special Education. Central district administrators funded by federal categorical

114 amounted to seventeen (17) of fifty-three (53) eentral district administrative

staff or thirty-two per cent (32%) of total central administrative staff.




It is probable that there is considerable swelling of the mainline/state
Categorical category due to funding of personnel for the many state categorical
programs. However, this information was not obtained.

Overall, we surmise that sheer increased volume of activities requires
additional administrative and support staff although we present no evidence.

Physical Impediments to Horizontal Communication

The administrative and departmental expansion of the central school district
through the years has resulted in spatial separaticn of offices of mainline ad-
ministrators and those administering categorical programs. As new programs
were implemented and expanded, the school district was required to add additional
facilities for its operations. However, this has resulted in a disjointed
physical plant. (See Appendix L.) As exhibited in the attached map, the
Special Projects office is several blocks away from central administration
offices; the Special Services office is several miles away in another city
altogether. Adult education is at least a mile away, and the Mentally Gifted
program is administered from the hinterlands, to name but a few of the programs

conducted from dispersed parts of the district.

VII. Conclusions

The advent of categorical aid for Special Programs in recent years has
expanded the levels from which the school district obtained its fiscal resources.
Whereas, school districts have traditionally received their major funding from
local and state levels, additional:allocations now coming to the school district

ire coming from federal and state levels of governance for Special Programs.

However, the school district studied received less than twenty per cent (20%)

Yy

of its fiscal allocatioms via Categorical Programs.
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Separate demands for accountability for each of these Categorical Programs
has resulted ia a proliferation of paperwork at the school district level de-
spite efforts by the state of California co begin to consolidate the reporting
required.

The school district responded to these increased institutional demands by
developing an increasingly complex and differentiated administrative and depart-
mental structure together with a spatially dispersed physical plant.

Implications that might be drawn from these school district structural
impacts are:

(1) Additional complgxity and differentiation of administrative structure
makes it increasingly difficult for a district to be able to maintain an over-
arching framework within which to conduct the overall educational entérprise.

(2) Separate, highly specific, and often disparate reporting requirements
for some of the programs meant that all district departm;::s were involved in
writing reports for federal and state agencies. This implies that coordination
of programs became exceedingly difficult.

(3) Coordination of activity at the administrative level of the school
district was no doubt aggravated by the difficulty of horizontal communication
among school district administrators resulting frowm the dispersion of central
district administrative facilities.

(43) The inordinate amount of report preparation required by external
agencies required that administrative attention be directed upward rather than

down toward the instructional activities at the school sites.




REFERENCES

L4

Dornbusch, Sanford M. and W. Richard Scott (1975), Evaluation and the Exercise
of Authority, Jossey-Bass Publishers, San Francisco, CA.

Meyer, John W. (1979), "The Impact of the Centralization of Educational Funding
and Control on State and Local Ortanizational Governance." Institute for
Research on Educational Finance and Governance, Stanford University.

Mever, John W., (1980), "Organizational Factors Affecting Legalization in
Education." Institute for Research on Educational Finance and Governance,

Stanford University

Meyer, John W. and Brian Rowan, (1978), "The Structure of Educatiocnal
Organizations." In M. Meyer, et al., Environments and Organizations.
San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.

Weick, Karl. (1976), "Educational Organizations as Loosely Coupled Systems."
Administrative Science Quarterly

Wilkes, Christopher, Vicki Lynn Eaton, Kenneth D. Wood, and Sanford M. Dornbusch,
(1979), "Centralization and Tighter Coupling in Education thrcugh Program
Evaluation," Institute for Research on Educational Finance and Governance,
Stanford University.




£

GOVERMMENT PUBLICATIONS

-

State of California, Office of Auditor General, Bilingual Education: Pupil
Assessment Program Implementation, (1979).

State of California Department of Education, Evaluation Report of Consolidated
Applications Programs, 1977-78 and 1979-30, (1979).

State of California, Department of Education, Evaluation Report of ECE, ESEA,
TITLE I and EDY, 1975-76, (1977).

State of Califormia, Department of Education, Federal Update, (May 1980)

State of Califormia, Office of Controller, Financial Transactions Concerning
School Districts in California, 1979-80 Annual Report.

State of California, Governors Budget, 1980-81.

State of Californmia, Office of Legislative Analyst, Legislative Summary of

Governor's Budget, 1980-81.

State of Califormia, Department of Education, Manual of Requirements for Schools

Funded through the Consolidated Applicatiom, 1979-80.

State of‘California, Department of Education, School Plan, Reviewers Manual for
Schools Funded through the Comsolidated Application, 1979-80.

State of California, Department of Education, School Program Development Manual
for Schools Funded through the Consolidated Application, 1980-81.




- APPERDIX A
3clooL DISTRICT PARTICIPATION IN STATE FUNDLD PROGRANS, FY1979-80

Program Approximate fund;nc1
(in thousands)

Part A: General Cducation

) Dasic and Equalization Aid 519,000
Transportation of Handicapped Pupils 170
Urban Impact Aad 980

e
iU, 120

Part B: Consolidated Categoricals

School Improvement Program 430
Economic Impact Aid 1,400
State Preschool Program 300

Subtotal 2 2,150
Part C: Nonconsolidated Catesoricals
Pemonstration Programs in Rcading and Math 8
Driver Training/Safety Cducation 113
(regular and handicapped)
Instrucwional Materials 17
Adult Cducation 2T w8,
Lnvironmental Cducation 75
Gifred and Talented 2.:Q
subrotal o T80
Part b: State, Court and Federal Yandates unliown
Parc E: Special CDducation Categoricals 2,700
sublrotal W =2y 700
other State Income e
Tetal General Puno Income (rom 3care PRI

Gther District Income tram 3tato

cafeteria Fund
ohiald Nutrition Program - LTo

.hild Development Fund ~
Chaldrens Centers ROREIEY
Shild Nutritieoan 1o

Grand sotnl s LU0
votal

120 protect schocl disTrict anom¥™™ity, ipproximate racner
‘zhan actual amounis are providede.
) MListed under Part 7, Chall Care caterorionls 1m Appendan R
LS
[E l(: Jrue te rounding, tetal is only apbroximatce,
Pricsros o S 5
YU
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APPZNDIX B

DISTRICT PAZICIPATION IU! FUDOULLY IUNDID PROGRALS, JY1979-S0
(in thousands)

Program

4 .

Apgroximaca Funding‘

Part A: General Cducation

Foderal Impact Area (PL31-374) N 230
Subtotal » 235
Part B: Consolidated Cateroricals?
©SEA Title I (PL89-10) 2,900
Subtotal s 2,900
Part C: Nonconsolidatecd Categzoricals
=3ZA
Migrant Cducation 20
Indian Zducation a2
Vocationel LUducarion 213
Title IV-c 8 .
Indochinese Zducation 20
Bilingual Lducation3 50
CotA 2%0
Subtotal S 595
Part D: Statoe, Courrc, and ederal lLandntes unlmont -
Part ©: Lasdicamped Zdueation ———ree
Ather Frderal Income 259
Total Jeneral Fund Income from
Faderal Sources .1, 000
Qthgr Districr Incorie fror Ccderal Sources
i
Cafeterio Mund
Chiild isutration Prosrams 1,000
Chidld Develoornent Pund:
Crhild Nurrdiztion 100
Grand Toral ;2,000

v, prosect schoal @aszrict anonymity, approRanate rasrod
Lthan actual amounts ol Junding ATe Prosontod.
~Listod undor Part I, Chidld Care Categericals in ippondan .

sourse: Consolidated

3 Applicazion (A~127D) and arauval
Tirancial and Jud 1t Jdeners, 1970-00




APPENDIX C
Funding Flow to School District
i
-,
TOTAL
Other IFederal
Fed Othor Agencics
Federal 3,8, 12, 14, 17, 18,20, 22, 23, 26, 30 $ 8.2 Bil 31,32 ,.
DOE |
// !
/
/'ﬂ/’/
”'""//‘
./
//
Fod Feod/ State State State Op;ns\
California 3.9 h7.18.21 1,4.5.6,7.8,10,11,13,15,16,19,24,25,27 $ 7.6 Bil
12,14 b2 26,30
20,23 131,32
D
X
1
%
&
Fed Fod/ Srate Siale Local Othoer Local
Sample 3.9 | 17,21,22,26 1,4,5,7,8,15,16,26 2 Misc. |$ 70 Mil 2
14,20
School aa | 207132 4“—]
District
:\'} J
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APTACRIENY 10 APPENDIX O

Haslar Program
urt A teieral BEducation
1 Stute Apportioment
] local Apportiomnent
3 Foderal Impact Ald (PIS1-871)
1 Urbuan Inpact Atd
5 Transportat fon
[ Ol r
SUIFIUTAL
Part i Qomol Klatod Categordeals
1 Sehool hnprovamwent I’r;lgnun
8 Leonante hinpaet Ald
i ESEA 1itle |
10 Millor-tUnah Reading Progrum
1 Native aneriean Indiun Educat fon
1] ESEA Title IV-D, Sehool Libraries
and fostnget fonl Boesources
14 State Mescbool Progran
NS NI
Part € Nomconsol tdated Categorieals
il 1SN Tatle T - Migrant Fdueat fon
th Daponatrat jon Peogriuns in
Headynyg wixd Mithenates
1 Drver Training/Satoty

SELICTED FXDERAL AND STATE OF CALIPOINIA FINANCIAL TRANSACTIONS FORt EDUCATION, FY1976-80
(in thousands)

Lo aton (rrolar akd andicapied )

Falera) Dudget

Fuderal Apportionment
to Calitornia

$786,100

$7806,100

$3, 208, 804

102,000

$3, 390, 42

Seo pote’

$130,000

120, (40

$280,7:11°

16,769

$un, 51

$14, 352

1

1 of 3

K]
Local Assistance 2 Sample
Federal State Local School District
—— $5,200,200 - $ 39,000
N —— $1,753, X0 12,000
$130,000 — ———- 236
—— 62,100 ---- 950
- 60,400 - 170
—— 1,00 —eem SO
$130,000 $5,413,700 $1,753,000 $02, 956
———- $ 135,38 -—-- $ AW
o 141,508  ~-~- 1,100
$217,160 ——— —— 2,400
- 14,005 ---- .
o w6 = e
16,126 —— —— -
——- $ 12,88 . 300
$203, 202 $300,90 .- $5,050
$12,309 Ml -me- $ 0w
—— 2,884 ——— 8
—— 17,128 [op— 113




ATACIMENT TO APPENDEX (

2 0f}
LELECIED FEDERAL AND STATE OF CALFFORNIA FINANCIAL NIANSACTIONS FOR EDUCATION, FY1978-80
(1n thousamls)
[ PPN Frogram Foderal Badget Faderal Apport fomment local Assistance Sample
to taltfornla Foderal Stato locnl Sehool Diulpriet
1 Tt ruct tohal Materfals $1622, 000 65 n/a 51,906 — 17
1 taxnce Centers, New (ureers, n/a 84 nfa 2,426 —— -
Stall Developnment Programs
8] Incdtan BEhicat fon (federal progran) $ 71,7135 unknown unkiown ———— —— 40
a0 Vo-ational Education H81,6144 68,169 94,781 - innn ——— 210
2 Adult Educatlon Apportionment s e —— PO 142,597 — 3.1(f‘
202 AMult Basice Education 100, 000 7,639 7,141 —— e HEE
ubove
1 SEA IV-¢, lunovat ive Programs 116,100 14,201 13,301 ——— m—— 8
21 Carver Caudance Centery - - 250 T T
25 kavitonnental Flueat fon - - == $ a8 e $ %
26 Gitted and Talentod $ 3,780 s 165 n/w 13,730 o 210
xn Instruet fonal Telewdsion e e - 821 - e
SR $ 1,165,504 $ 121,669 $117,890 234,842 - $l‘.ll’m
Pt b State, Gart and Federal Mandates,
S} ——
W State Mandates . - 3,348 o
2 Faleral and Court Mamndates 301,246 . 51,20 141,808 “e =
SUATEAL $101, 216 unlaown $53,291  $115,015 - unktiow
Bart L Spectad Blucation Categor leals
10 S ntl Rducat ion $906, 637 $ 8,180 $91,263  $160,210 T 2,700
SURIOPAL $U76, 007 $ 98,146 91,263 $160.213 - 2,700
art B Miscel Lancous Categoricaly
e opg M s100 798 12 . 2 300 ®
i thi bl Care Sipvices $ 10,000 et $ 1,000 $ 53,2120 $160,79 .- 2y
12 Chrid Matiit on 2,000,000« .t 426, 278 326, 278 40, 065 - 2,140
LEWIITAL, $2.510, 000 ¢t $ 379, 2 $378,400  $200,863 - $1,-180
('3) " . T ’ XX} $ 65,662
CLABD IURAL $9, 162, 80 $1,109, 616 $1,067,2°G $6,758,901  § ,7573,( », bl
Q ) [ ]
ERIC - ¥
»a

N,




ATTACHMENT TO APPENDIX C

Footnotes

(1) Appendix is presented with some reservations due to the
difficulty in verifying the accuracy of the allocations
for programs at all levels. It represents programs which
appeared in the Governor's Budget and does not include
all federal Department of Education DProgram appropriations
nor most of those emanating from other federal agencies.

(2) Local Assistance refers to federal and state funds distributed
by the California State Department of Education to local
school districts and special education schools.

(3) To protect the anonymity of the school district studied, its
funding has been changed slightly.

(4) This category includes funding for ESEA I - Migrant Education,
listed here as a Nonconsolidated Categorical according to the
California State Budget classificatory scheme.

(5) This amount does not include ESEA Title I-Migrant because it
is reported separately by the State of California.

(6) Funds administered by the Office of Child Development are
not included.

(7) This amount is included in ESEA I under Consolidated
Categoricals,

(8) All funding for Adult Tnstruction is included,
(9) This amount does not include all FY1979-80 expenditures; the

Budget Act of 1980, a California Law, appropriated an addit-
ional $24,760,983 to meet deficits for FY1979-80.

(10) childrens Centers
(11) FY1980-81

(12) FY1980-81

(13) Totals are based upen the programs listed and are not
necessarily completn.




Appenaix v
ALLOCATIONS FOR EDUCATION 1979-80

Block /Categorical

1
1
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est. $10.8 Bil
est. $10.8 Bil

$6.8 Bil
$9.1 Bil
$70 Mil
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Attachment to Appendix D

Block Grant/Categorical Funds, 1979-80

1, 3786 Mil (9.6%)/57.414Bil

2. $130 Mil (155)/3737 Mil (85%)
3. $9 Bil (83%.)/$1,880 Bil (17%)
4, 35,9 Bil (87%)/%.9 Bil (13%) )

5. 356 Mil (80%)/$14 Mil (20%)

Government Revenue Sources, 1979-80 (federal, state, local)

6. $1.048 Bil (10%), 37.013 Bil (65%), $2.778 Bil (25%)
7. 86L& Mil (7%), 36.4 Bil (71%), $1.9 Bil (21%), County $26 Mil(.3%)

8., $6 Mil (8¢%), $48 Mil (69%), $16 Mil (23%)

Sources:

l, U.3, Departnent of Laucation, [ducation Daily, August 27, 1980

To arrive at K-12 budget estimate frcm the total U.S, Department
of Cducation Budget of 513,689 Billion, the categories of
Student Financial Assistance, Student Loan Insurance, Highex
and Continuing Education, Higher Cducation Facilities Loan

and Insurance Fund, and Special Institutions were deleted.

2,3.4.6, State of Califormnia,
Govermor's Budget, 1980-81 (contains 1979-80 allocations);
Dudget Summary of Lemislative Analysts Office, pages 1126-1232.

~

7. Stare of California, Office of Statfe Controller, Financial
Transactions Concerning School Districts in California, 1979-30,

3e3.5ample School District ,\nnual Finoncial and Budgetr Report,
FY1979-80

l; N}




Calirornia state Calendar Reports written by School District by Kind and Number of Reports, l‘)80l

o

Appendix b

Kindg of Reports Number ot Reports
fepur b Calondar School District Cateroriceal Calendar School District Catogorical
Aunual Lo 100 57 162 100 57
(50%)
Honthly h L 4 h8 L8 48
(1)
guarterly 7 3 ) 28 12 8
)
Ay Requitved 82 n/u n/a n/a n/u n/a
(:‘;t‘)xﬂ’))
Foderal oR} llbl ’fU‘ ()8] llb‘ 4ol
(210)
lotal 1.2 133 103 306 ¢ 2006 153

(tou)
i .
Aunual, llonthly, and Quarterly Reports are for the State ot California, Only Fedoral reports are not,

i }, ~ ihe Federal Report Section ot the Colifornia State Report Calendar was only included fer the last (,\J
six months of 1880, PFor comparative purposes, tho amount of federal roports listad was doubled
te reflovt a twelve mouth poriod.




. APPINDIX "-1

SPECIAL PROJECTS CONSOLIDATED APPLICATION PROGRAMS

American

PL374; PL95-561 Indian Education

Legislative Source Program |
EC 52000-52040 School Improvement
( ESEA Title I Educationally
Economic Impact Aid(EIA) Disadvantaged
EC 54%000-54020 :
EC52160~32179 limited and non
English speaking
(LES/NES)
ESEA Title I Preschool lowe~
ETA, SCE income and
educationally
disadvantaged
o Title XI

ESEA, Title IV-C Innovative School
Projects

Miller-Unruh Reading program, and ESEA Title IV-B are also
included in the Consolidated application for Special Projects
but school district did not participate in these programs,




|
|
} : APPENDIX I-2

MAJOR DATA SOURCES FOR CONSOLIDATED APPLICATION PROGRAMS,

source ot gata Instrument usod ) Agency completing bescription
to gather cata Instrument
Consollidated Application:
. Foxrm
bistricts with ECE, ESEA, A~-127D District District~level
litle 1, or EDY funding . allocation plans,
application for
funding
Consolidatod Planss
lomentary and Secondary Forms Schools with School level planst
Schools withh LCE, BSEA, A-12T7TES district aid review of needs
fitle I, or EDY funding A-127 Sec assessment Process,
(olementary and objectives, activities,
secondary school evaluation, dissemin-
lovel plans antion, and budget
District Master District District statoments
Plan, Pl and P2 of school improvement
programs and policies .
\
Cunsolidated Evaluations
Elementary and secondary K-127P District/schools Enumeration of pupils,
schools with ECE, ESEA, program personnel;
itle 1, or EDY funding standardized test
scores; self reperts
on activities imple~
mented and objcectives
accomplished -
‘ (4
Elcementaxy schools SN District/schools California Assessmont
wi th l':()l';’ ESEA, Ticle I, g . PI’OgI’am.‘ Entry Level
or EDY tunding /,‘ ’ grade 1; grades 2&3
L] .
£ . .




. . ‘

MAJOUR DATA SOURCES FOIt CONSOLIDAT®D APPLICATLION PRUGRAMS

source of data

APPENDIX P2

Instrument used
to gather data

(continued)

\gency completing
Instrument

Description

Consolidated State
compliance Reviews

school plan reviews

Propram reviews

Additional Financial

Stat ements

-

School~1level
Plan Critique

Program Revicws

Elementary
sSoecondary
District

Report for

Spocial Programs
(2 reports, §eriod

one and two

Annual Report for
Special Programs

(J=22)

Comparability
Reports

State Department
of Education

state Department
of Education

school District

school District

School-level
plan specitications

On-site review
and rating of
program

implementat ion

District ftinancial
statoments for
specially

funded programs

Demonstration of
comparable Level
ot services with-
out categorical
programs




\L‘UNSULIUA'I‘P.I) APPLICATION PROGRAMS

Source of Jdata

APPENDIX =73

Instrument used
to gather data

Agency completing
Instrunent

REPORTING REEQULREMENTS FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS

Description

LskA VLY
LES/NES: bilingual
programs

ESEA 1V-C

Demonstration
Programs

Enrollment and Staff Report:
Language Census Data R-30

Student kEnrollment Repoxt
BTTC-

Evaluation of LES/NES
Classroom Instrument
Component of ESEA VIII
(pre~post test)

Bilingual teacher waiver

Bilingual Toacher Corps
Expoenditure Report
ESIEA, Title VII

Dasic Program Profile
(o~770)

Exemplary/Incentive Projects:
Progress Report Application '
and Guidelines for Funding,
ESEA Title IV-C

Demonstration Programs in
Reading and Mathematics:
Preliminary Fiscal Report

Demonstration Programs
Bvaluation Report

Application for Continuation

District

District/School

District/School

District(if neoded)

District

District

District

District

Listrict

Demonstration Program in Reading

and Mathematics

determination of
primary language

ol each student
enrolled in distric

no, of students
in bilingval cod,

assessment of
student achicevoment
in subject matter

waivor from
bilingual~cross-
cultural teacher
hiring requiremont

ffederal financial
gtatement

competitive funding
application

finaqcial statoment

assossment of
student achiovemont

compotitive funding
application




|
APPENDIX K=73 (continued)
CONSOLIDATED APPLLICATIION PROGRAMS: REPORTING REQUIREMENTS FOR INDIVIDUAL PROGRAMS

suuirce ot data Instrument used Agency completing Description
to gather data Instrument
ExtiA Title 1 Application for Migrant bistrict Competitive funding
Migrant Lducation Lducation Program application

ESEA, Title 1(0E-362)

Financial Status and &~ District n/a
Performance Report for
Migrant DLducation

Pty Pitle XI Indian Student Enrollment District n/a
fndian bducation Certification

(plus others not listed)

"

LRV »
7
{
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APPENDIX F-4
Reports lequired for Comsolidated Report System, 1977-78

(Special Projects)

L, A-127D, Part
2, 4A-127D, Part
3, A=-127D, Part
4, A=-127ES

5, A=-127ES-U

6., A-=127 Sec

7. A=-127 ¥Waiver Request

8. Compliance, School Plan

9, Addenda, School Plan
10, Critique, School’Plan .

11. Bilingual Compliance School Plan
12, Bilingual Quality Critique of School Plan
13, Bilingual Addenda Req. School Plan

14, Bilingual Home Language Survey
15. Bilingual Observation Assessment Instrument

l6. Form R-30

17. Form R-30D/C

18, Compliance, District

19, Compliance, School y
20, Compliance, AB2284 s
21, Compliance, Preschool

22, Quality Review

23. Quality Review, LES/NES, AB2284 (2 sections)
24, E-127P, Phase I

25, E-127P, Phase 2

26, E-127P,AB2284

27. E-127P,Preschool

28, Revision Forms, A-127D

29, Comparability Report, Title I

30, Comparability Report, SB 90 EIXIA

W

* juality Review and Compliance reports are submitted by state
personnele.




} APPENDIX G
L UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATIONAL CHART
P T T T e e e e e e e e ——— e ndainiebelsiulelobulneiainiubn e L L T -
l 1)
. [ 1 [ il !
SUPERINYENDENT Guoverntig [ mployer Frofessional
] OF SCHOOLS Board Fmployse f(houl Public Media Community Publications Ltgal Legal
Reletions Relations Sewuny Infotmatlon Liaison Relativny Information Cotmnsel
! l
l‘)tPUTY Second iy Employer- Adminisintive Integratlun Tramportation Secondaty Secondary Secondary l;logrxn| Evalmation
SUPERINTENDENT Educztion Employee tanning and Prownotion Safety, Cunticulum Schools & Summer & Pupil
Relations Reseanch Diiver Tralning Prlncipals Sesslon Testing
ASSISTANT surr L
! bR Budget Constiuction, Accouniting, Educatlonal Printing
UUSINESS SERVICES Dcvelu;menl Buldings and Miintenance; | Openations Budger Control, | fpycchasing | | Research & Food Binding Casualty &
DIVISION Grounds Fayroll Employee Data Senvices Telephone Liability
Insunance Processing Sewvices Insurance
ASSISTANT SUPT,, Elementary Elementary Instructional Matts Elementaty Program Evaluation
Eil‘.fs:f:gagv Schools & "'?""‘""'7 Insteuctional Inservice Center, Spechal Sumemner Pre-Primary Voluntcec n:d vopl
DIVISION Puincipals Currlculum Materialy Ubl;cl:l“l?:cemng Projects Seusion Eduention Proguam Testing
{
ASSISTANT surr,
— SPECIAL SERVICES Special Speciat Speech and Home Pyychologieal School Childien's
DIVISION Fducation Schools | Hearing Teaching Services Ueatih Centens
I
ASSISTANT SUPT,
PERSONNEL SERV Secondary tlenentary lawnlied Subsutute Chldsen’s Pre-School Employer. Applicani Petsonnel T
L] ! dential pplic nne nansupt
DIVISION Personnel Persennel Personnet Petsonnel I'(; :::::In'd Pensonnel ls:l'.‘: 3{‘:‘ Credentialy Testing Records Evaluasion
L ‘ 1
L | Do
Q




APPENDIX H

CALIFORNIA STATL DLPARTMONT OF EDUCATION ORGANIZATION CHART

!

Bugna inawsaioet of Pobla
Metrvesen and Owerver
Stune boerd
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e
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witroe stwe
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIN I-l ‘
RCQUIRCD RCPORT3: SCHOOL DISTRICT TO STATD OF CALITOINIA,
DCPARTMENT OF LCLUCATION, 1950-81
Part I: Reporting by: Special Projects Dept. { Programs & low
Reports, Associated Programs and Punding! £ 4 Z  |Munded
Source(s) dH R ~~ -
ISR -t ke 5
S 5 Q o
<t O <o og
due [QOTHEZ O&laww
date INASZA332515 28
T™tle LDOHISNO> N
~ Annual Repures o
Regional vccuvatiomal Center/Program Course
Vorification (VE-78) 1/1 X b
ESEA, Title IV-C Exemplary/Incentive
Projocts: Progress Report 2/1 N X
Application and Guidoelines for Funding,
ESCA, Title IV-C (development/innovative,
adoption, continuation, and exemplary/

. incentive projects) 2/2 X X
Bilingual Teacher Corps Expenditure Report | 2/15 X X
Student Enrollment Report (BITC-4) L/15 X X
Enrollment and Staff Report: Language 4/30 X
tonsus Data (R-30)

Combined Application for VEA Funds, 1950-81 5/1 X X
Subparts 2, 3, 4, 5

Demonstration Programs in Reading and 5/31 x4 xix
Mathematics: Preliminaxy Fiscal Report

Consolidated Application for Funds for 6/1 [X|x] NX|x N
Education Programs (A~127D)

Demonstxation Programs Evaluaticn Report 6,15 X A
Application for Continuation Demonstration | 6/30 X >
Program in Reading and Mathematics

Enrollments in Vocatiounal Education (VLAu8) 6/30 X X
Number of Persomncl in Vocational Education 6/30 X X
Roport of tho Revenues Earned by Regional 6/30 hN
Occupational Ceaters and Programs(VL73)




APPENDIX I-l (continued) :

ROQUIRCD RUPORTS:  SCHOOL DISTRICT TO STATE OF CALIFORNIA, .
DEPARTMLNT OF LDUCATION, 1980-81

Progrouns How

Part I: QRoporting by: Spocial Projects Dept,. 1 o

Roports, Associated Programs, and
Funding Souxco(s)

duoe
date

Voc Ed/RoP
1

Bilingual
CETA

ESEA T
LESEA TIV
Indian
sIp

DLMO

Title

. Annual Reports
Tost Results Reporting Form for Federal 7/15
and State Compensatory Programs, 1979-30

—

v
e
Lot
s
b
v
o

Claim for Funds (VEA3,3VEA-3,4VEA-3,5VEA-]] 10/1 by
VEA-4 and VEA-5)

School Plan for Consclidated Programs, 10/1 [N |x] XXX (LI e
1980-81 {Forms L-00l through 4-003)

Student Enrollment Data (BTTC-4) 10/300 £ X

Program Sclf-Asscssment Questionnaire(VES6)11/15 X '

Quarterly Repoxrts.

Claim for Reimtursement for Projocts
(CETA-VE-10)

74

. Quarterly Progress Report(CETA-VE~11l) X

As Required Reports
As required reports on state calendar are
in excess of twenty-two special projoct
reports including District Master Plan
for School Imnrovement which is worked
out through each participating school

. and ordinarily submitted annually;
and School Plan for Consolidated Prosrams

Compreohensive Reports(sor o listed earliexr)

r A=127D; A-12TES;A-127E8~U;A~127S0c; and
A=127 Waiver Report (All of theso are
part of tho Ceonsolidated Application.)
Compliance Reports by School District and
Schood, i'roschool, AB2234

School Plans ’

Compavoability Reports Title X,SB9O,EXN
nlonge wath othor shortor reports

v

A FullToxt Provided by ERIC




APPENDIX I-2

REQUIRCD RCPORT3: SCHOOL DISTRICT TO STATS or CALIFOIXNTA,
DEPAKIMLNT OF LDUCATION, 1980-81

Part 2: .Repoxting by: Deputy Superintendent's

Offices g 3-_0 .
3} oM T
o G 5
Mad o A o
g [} &.':E Q.oa g
Report Titles Listed bv Duc Date ol st B “{? b2 54
and »ubririvines Deparument Q%: LS E_éd o
ddow ER o
due - A 'PP( § o I *hun P
datof0 5 b i § £5 E
_Titlo AR B ey X
Annual Repoerts
Annual Report of Child Dovelopment and 1/15 X
State Preschool Programs
§
| Guidelines for the Submissi n of New 3/ 7 X
Proposals foxr Adult Basic Education
Experimental Demenstration or Teacher
Training Projects
Physical Performance Test Repoxrt 5/1 e
Application for Approval of Adult Basic 5/14 1y
Education Program
Participant Progress and Separation Data, 7/3 X
by Instructional Level (ABE-~IZD)
Summaxy, District Adult Basic Education 7/3 X
Program Impact Data
Norrative Rep-rt 7/1y [
Final Cumulative Enrollment Repoxt 7/1% X,
Roport of Replaced Driver Training Vehicles|8/1 X
or Simulators Used Lxclusively for Driver !
Training
Annual Report of Pupil Transportation g/1 X .
Expense (J-141) ‘
Updated Infermation for the Adult Education|10/1 X
Diroctory

ERIC

i




APPENDIX I-2 (continued)

\
REQUIRED RUPCORYTS: SCIHOOL DISTIICT TO STATE 0it CALIFORNIA,
DEPARTMCNT OF EDUCATION, 1930-81

Part IX: Daporting by: Deputy Superintendont's

Offices g o -
H O o ¥
58 335 %
M I & ©
. i taE ~
Report Titles Listed bv Due Date ‘af-'&% 2 E\EQQ
and sSubmittings Denartment ol 25 5 hoo <
| o B! =
g ht g g g ;‘—-4
Que [2L0 4 9%
date(o o Lk o o> g
Titlo nzoe §28 9
Year-End Report on Child Care: School-~Age 1161x )
Paxrenting Agency Addendum
; Monthlv Revorts . I
; School~Age Parenting and Infant Development X

Program Report of Attendance, Incemae, and
Expenditures (CD=6507)

Plus numerous renorts dus on an as
requested basis

ERIC ‘

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




APPENDIX X-3

REQUIRLD RUPOKRTS: SCHOOL DISTRICT TO STATL OF CALIFORNIA,
DEPARTMUNT OF EDUCATION, 198081

Part 3: Roporting by: rlementary Education Division,
Spacial Projects Dcepartment

«

Report Titics Listed by Submitting
Subunit oi 3pccial scbiects Jopte

Subunits
entral Unilt
Indian EqQ
Bilingual
SIP
Voc Ed
CLTA
ival & Testg

3
>
¥

Title

Annual Reports

Regional Occupational Center/Program
Courte Verification (VD-78) X

ESEA, Title IV-C Exemplary/Inccutivs X
Projects: Progress Report

Application ond Guidelines for Funding, X
ESCA, Title IV-C (development/innovative,
adoption, continuation, and exemplary/
incentive projects)

Bilingual Teacher Corps Expenditure Repor X

Student Enrollment Repoxrt (BTTC-—4) p!
(or possibly, data processing

Enrolliment and Staff Report: Language
Census Data {1=30) 9

=,

Combined Application for VLA Funds, 1980]]
Subparts 2, 3, 4, 5

/ Demonstration Programs in Reading and ?
Mathematics: Preliminarxry Fiscal Report

Consolidated Application for Funds for i
/ Education Programs (A-127D)

s

Demonstration Programs Evaluation Roport

Application for Continuation Demonstrat- X
ion Program in Reading and Mathecnatics

Enrollments in Vocational LducationVEA4LS X
Roporxrt of tho Rrvonucs Larncd by Reyrional

Qcecupational Centers and ProgromsVi.73 ?
(might Lo done by business division?)

¥Noto: only inclules a portion of reports for spocilally fundoed
programsg vwdor special projgecra; mony reports for spocral
nrodocts are writion by othor dopaitienis

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

L
o=




L

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX I-3 (Continued)

REQUIRCD RCPORTS:  SCHOQL DISTRICT TO STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
DLPALTHUNT OF EDUCAYION, 198S0-81

Part 3: Repeorting by: ECElementary Cducation Divisiong
Special Projocts Department

=
n|D
=)
Report Titles Listed by Submittine bl Sl B
Subunit of S7Hocial rrojects vept. § - g
S— m c -d A=
Al d s 3
=142 o] o -
B
_ Title DHANSD
Annual Reports
Test Results Roporting Foxrm for Federal
and State Compensatory Programs, 1979-80
(together with testing unit in Secondary
Education Division) X
Claim for Funds (VEA3, 3VEA-3, 4VEA-3],
5VEA~3,VCA-4 and VEA-5) X

School Plan foxr Cormsolidated Programs,

1980-81 (Forms 4=001 through 4-003) by
(part of reports written at school sita
level)

X

Program Self-issessment Questionnaire
(vES6) X

Quarterly Reports

Claim for Reimburscment for Projaects
{CETA-VT~10) X

Quarterly Progross Report (CETA-VE-1l) X

Plus numerous raports due on an ag
reguested basais




APPENDIX I-&

REQUIKCD RLCPORTS: SCHOOL DISTRICT TO STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
DEPARTMUNT OF LLUCATION, 1980-31

. . k!

Paxrt 4: Roporting by: Special Services Division o P2

: ‘ 2l 8%

Report Titles Listed by Duec Date 8‘;3,33(

and oubmaittan: "icpartiaont> QiAo

due (8d £

= datelsB =

- Title el |

Enrollment and Staff Report: Special Lducation 1/11 X

Report of Programs Oparatin Under the llaster b4
Plan for Special Cducation %Interim Report)

Applications for Setaside Funding for Unserved 3/14 | K

or Inadequately Served
Applicatiornfs for State Setaside Funds for 3/15 X

Tndividuals with Cxceptional Needs Inadequately
Served in Vocational Lducation

Application for Authorization to Conduct Classus | 4/29 X
for Multihandicapped Minors 3 Years Through 21
Yoars of Age (SE-54)

>

Child Care Program Application (CD-303) 6/5
Ammual School District and Private School Report | 6/1%.
of Screening Cxaminations and Vaivers and Invoice
Child Health and Disability Prevention Program-
Annual Report of Hearing Testing (PM-100) 6/30(x

Fiscal Report for Capital Outlay Funds (FY¥79-80) 7/151 K«

?epoit of Programs Operating Under Master Plan 7/15 X
F-3
Annual Responsible Local Agency Directors Report 8/15 A
Special lMaterials and Equipment Report 8/15 X
~ Preschool Incentive Grant Application 9/29] KK
¢
School Immunization Survey 1042 X

Child Care Services Provided to Children: Title [1OAL) X
XX Annual and Quarterly Report

*¥While tho Special Services Division contains four departments
to sorve tho nceds of Special Lducation, it was not posszible
to doternine which departmont would mako out some of tho rcports.
(The four units are Learaing Handicapped, Communicatively Handicappod, |
. Physically dandicappad, and severely Handicappeuw. ) 1hoy are
thicrofore grouped widol handicappuede

'E RIC S,

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




APPENDIX i-4 (continued)

REQUIRCD REPORTS: SCHOOL DISTRICT TO STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
DLPARTMUNY OF EDLCATION, 1980-81

Part 4: Roporting by: Spocial Services Division : a'é
| HRE
Renort Titles Listed by Duc Date . Al8x S
and Subnitting vparcmont e
due 193 2
Title datelm © '.‘.“.‘:
Annual Registry Update (DBC-4) 12/Y | K
Mon+hly Renorts
Dezlaration of In-Kind Contributions fLor X
Campus Children’s Centars (CD-741%4)
Fiscal Reoport for Child Development Programs ?
Child Care Services Provided to Childrens: Title X
XX Quarterly and Annual Report (cD-8408)
¢

scal Report for Child Development Programs
orving Nonsubsidized Children

¢
'
Plus numerous reports duc on an as requested
hasis

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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APPENDIX T~%

RUQUIRED REPORTS: SCHOOL DISTRICT TO STATE OF CALIFORNTIA,
DCPARIMENT OF LDUCATION, 1980-81

Part 5: Reporting bdy: DBusiness Division

L8 ~H0
n [ol-]
. . N NN No
Report Titles Listed by Due Date Jo o=
and Submatting bepartment ¢,33 gt
. NN
=] Y]
1853
. due |34 ¢ o
Title _ date RO <%

First Period Report of Attendance for High
School Students Residing in the District(J-19Pl) 1/11X

First Period Report of Attendance for ligh 1/11{X
School Stuc ts Residing Outside the Reporting
District If Tuition Is Charged (J-19-P1

First Period Report of Attendance for Kirder— | 1/11 X
garten and Elementary Pupils Residing in the
. District (J-18-Pl)

First Period Report of Attendance for Kinder- | 1/11 |X
garten and Elementvary Pupils Residing Outside
the Reporting Distxict IL Tuition Is Charged

School District Compliance Repoxt Ei/ll X
First Period Report for Special Programs /11
Supplement to Report for Special Programs 1/11 X
AFDC Report (CARM=~15)? 1/15 X
County Indirect Cost Allocation Plan (J-88) 3/15 X

County Restricted Indirect Cost Allocationm Plan|3/15 X

Second Principal 1979-80 Revenue Limit Foxrm and|4/b4 X
Schedules for School Districts

California Assessment Program: Grado 6 /29 KX
Report of Repgular Day Classes and Enrollment 5/5 K

for Kindergarten and Elemontary Grades(J-7)

School District Compliance Roport 5/5 Kl

Socond Period Report for Special Programs(J-22 i5/5 K‘

ERIC

s




APPENDIX I~5 (continued)

REQUIRCD RCPORTS: SCHOOL DISTRICT TO STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
DLPARTMUENT OF EDUCATION, 1980-81

Part 5: Roporting by: Business Division

Roport Titles Listed by Due Date
and Submicttins Department

Title

Dept.
Const;Bldgs

Acctg

due
date

general
food scrvices

B3

Second Pexiod Report of Attondance for High
School Students Residing in the District(J-19)

Second Period Report of Attendance for High
School Students Residing Outside the Roporting
District if Tuition is Charged (J-19-P2)
Second Period Report' of  Attendance for Rinder-
garten and Elementary PupilsResiding in the
District (J-18~-p2)

Supplement to Report for Special Programs (J~22s
Caiifornia Assessmont Program: Grade 3
State Meal Program Claim for Reimbursement

Annual Participation Statement: Child Nutrdition
Programs (CNSB—71-1}§

Goneral Statement of Assurances (2~-001)
Adjustment to Report of Particgpation(CNSB~73-l)
Annual Report for Special Programs (J~22-4)

Annual Roport of Attendance for High School
Studonts Residing in the District (v=19-4)

Annual Report of Attendanco for Kindergarton

and Elemoentary Pupils Residing in the District
(J-18-a)

Claim for Reimbursement: Stato Moal Program

P

5/s

5/5 X

5/5 X

>

5/18

7/1

7/1

7/15
7/15[
7/15

-

~

7/15

7/15

X

X

X




APPENDIX I-3 (continued)

REQUIRED RLPORTS: SCUOOL DISTRICT TO STATE OF CALIFORNIA,
DLPARTMENT OF LDUCATION, 1980-81

Part 5: Roporting by: Businzss Division

-
;”urﬁg
Report Titles Listed bv Pue D _o b8
P R ~t1, — © E v
and Sub - Tiins poparwrnent R e
0 2o
~ 0
'\ L o
\ due g ° g
g
Titde datdp3 28
Instructional Television Progiéms Cost Data 7/15 X
Ropoxt (J-12) e :
Mastor Plan Cost Data Rerosrt (Form F-6) 7/15| | IX
Supplement to Annual Report for Special Programs 7/15 X
(J-22 3) :
Final Claim for Reimbursement (LLR-60) 8/15 | {x
Form and Schedules for the Recomputation of 8/1y | X
1979~80 Revenue Limits for School Districts
Annual Report of Pupil Transportation Expense 9/1 X
Report of "Miscellaneous" Funds 9/1 X
Supplomental Aonual Financial Report (J-41-A) 9/1 X
Annual Financial and Budget Report (J-41) 9/14 | [x
Form and Schedules for tho Computation of 1980-8%
Revenue Limit for School Districts 9/1% X
Entry Loevel Test (Pupil Information Section) L0/1x
Final Cxpenditure and Performance Report for 10/1 X
PL 94-142
State Meal Program iAnnual Participation Statemt |10/ Xj
(cxsB-~73-8)
Cortification of Continuance: Policy Statemont |1Qis X
for Free and Reduced Price Meal and Froc Milk,
197980




APPENDIX I~5 (continued) -

RCQUIRCD RUPORTS: SCHQOOL DISTRICT TO STATC OF CALIFORNIA,
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 1980-81

Part 5: Reporting by: Business Division

‘ 28
Report Titles Listed by Due Date ‘;DZ’ i
and Submitting Departiment gag g E
[}
afR oo
NS @
1 &)
28 S
due (%69
Title date|o <«
Privota School Affidavit (R-4) L0045 gc
“Information Day"-Califormia Basic Educational [LOR2X
Data System
Final Financial Repert: Demonstration Programs [LO/D| | |X
Comparability Repoxrt . 11A0| | X
Report of Assessed Valuations of School Distr:{.ctnll/lﬁ X
Report of Tax Rates of School Districtsa(J-29-C) | " X
Number of Participants and Number of Daytime L1 /A7
and Evening Classes, by Type of Location(ABE-T3)
Summary: Numbor of Participants in Adult Basic [LIR7!X
Education Classes, by Race, Selected Ethnic
Groups, Age, and Sex (ABE-~T1)
Distribution of AFDC Children by School District|13/1]X
Survey of Basic Skills: Grade 12 (Student 12 A1 X
Information Scction) .
Quarterly Roports
Program Financial Repoxt X
Plus numercus reports due on an as
reguested basis




APPENDIX I-0

REQUIRLD RCPORTS: SCHOOL DISTRICT TO STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION, 1980-81

Part 6: Reporting by: Porsonnel Division

Roport Titles Listed by Duo Data

Titlie « due date¥
Annual Reports
Affirmative Action Arfirmation of Complianco May 15
Numbor of Personnel in Vocational Education June 30
School District Employee xatio Report (R-2) Nov 15

Numbor of Adult Basic Education Paid Persvnnel Nov 21
by Location and Type of Employment and by
Training (ABE-T3)

Bilingual Teacher VWadver Dec 1

Plus reports due on an as requested basis

——

*This list of reperts taken from the Stato of California Dopartment
of Lducation ueport Calendar dous not include other stato aroncios
which probably comstirtuto the bulk of this division's reporting
links.

ERIC t
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APPENDIX J=-1 ‘
REQUIRCD RLPORTS: SClIOOL DISTRICT TO FEDLUAL DUPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
July 1980 - Dacember 1930

Part 1: Reporting by: Special Projects Deopartmcnt

Raport Titlcs and Associated Prosrams

Programs
LSEA T 1
SEA TIVC

lndian E
Bilinguas
Demo

Voc Ed
CETA

Title

Devalopment of Competency Measures for Vocation-— .
al Skill Areas(OE~755) X

Districtwido Advisory Committec Final Report Xtol ¢

Application for Federal Assistance: Carcer
Education Incentive Act, {(OE-692)

P

Application for Migrant Education Program: X
ESEA, Titlo I (OE-362) .

ESCA, Title VII Basic Program Profile (0E-770) X

Evaluation of the Classroom Instrucition Component
of ESEA, Title VII Bilingual Educaticn Program

”

Finsnecial Status and Performance Repoxt for
Migrant Eaucation Program: £SEA, Title I X
(oE-362)

Naticnwide Study of the Distribution; Utilization
and Impact of Rescarch and Development Iroducts
in Vocational Education (0E-700)

Toachors! iLanguago Skills Survey, 1980-31 ! A
Indian Student Eanrollment Cortification: LEA X

Quarterly Program Progress Repoxt: EEOP (02—257)

=i

Meeds Assassment Survey for Handicapped Papulat-— X
jons in Vocational ['ducatien

Right to Read Financial Status and Poxrformanca
Report (QL~-361)

-

¢}




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX J=-2

REQUIRLLD RLPORTS: SCHOOL DISTRICT TG REDERAL DEPT OF EDUCATION
July 1980 ~ December 1980

Par: 2: Reporting by: Deputy Superintondent's Offices
- h,U
Ly @
o O o L
88 S92 5
Reports Listed Ly Duo Date Ldwad 3
. o3 8 ~ N
and Submittin~ Department 1, Eu D s
= A he b P T
Qo o~ o o [
Al 4 a £ By
GSSREE,2
due Rl 8%’3;
. datof s Ltk o 25 <
Tivie A NZTRAE qa
Careexr Inrormataon Systems in Secondary Oct X
Schoeols: A Compoarative Assessment of
Altoxrmactive Types
Financial 3tatus and Perfoermance Report forloOct b
Adult Basic Educat’:ion Programs for Indo-
chinese Refugees (CE~5735-1)
Management Evaluation Review for Quallity Oct b

Adult Education Programs (OE-750-1 throughj




.APPENDIX J-3

REQUIRCD RLPORTS: SCHooL DISTRICT TO U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATICN
- July 1989 ~ December 1980

Part 3: Repoxrting by: Spocial Projects Departmont

Roport Titles Listed by Due Dnte -
and Submitting subunit duo

Titlo date

Subunit
Central

Bilinpgual
rval&Testing

Indian ed
sIpP
Voc Ed

CETA

Federal Reports:idnnual Reports,

&

Development of Competency Measures for Sept
Vocational Skill Areas (0E-755)

»

pistrictwide Advisory Committee Final Sept | ¥ X
'Raport

Application for Fedoral Assistance?” Oct X
Career Education Incentive Act (oE-692)

Application for Migrant Education Program:| Oct X
ESEA, Title I (0E=~362) .

Financial Status and Pexrformance Report oct X
for Migrant Education Program:ESEA,Titlel

Nationwide Study of the Distxibution, Oct X
Utilization, and Impact of Reseaxrch and
Davelopment Products in Vocational Educ-
ation

Nceds Assessment Survey for Handdicapped Oct X
Populations in Vocational Education

roachors! Language Skills Survey, 1980-81 | Oct X

Indian Student Enrollment Certification: Nov X
LEA (0E-506)
Quarterly Program Progross Report:EEOP Dec |?
(oE~361) ,
Right to Read Financial Status and Por-- ?
formanco Report (OE-361)

ESEA, Titlo VII Basic Program Profile X
(oE-770)
Evaluation of the Classxoom Instruction X

Componcnt of ESEA,Title VII Dilingual Ed-
ucation Program




) APPONDIX I -4

- REQUIRED REFORTS: SCIHOOL DISTRICT TO FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION
July 1980 - Deccember 1980

Part 4: Reporting by: Special Services Division ! 2'?;.

: R

Roport Titlcs Listed by Due Date Ha o o

and Submittine Department Sl

duc |84 &

. o8 SF

Title datelq v =§

Program Administrative Review System for iandi- Sept X

capped Programs (OE-9066)

Evaluation of School Health Education Programs Oct

Handicapped Children Receiving Special Education |Nov X

and Related Servicos (OE-9058)

AN .




APPENDIX J-5

REQUIRCD REPORTS: SCHOOL DISTRICT TO FTUDERAL DLPARTMONT OF CDUCATION
- July- 1980 to Doccmber 19380

Part 5: Reporting by: Business Division

Report Titles Listed by Due Date ;410'33
and Submitting Departmont gg_f;“
NER A i
- Blowo
. S“\m
o v
DS
Huo 9 g
Title Hate [S<c
EEOP Insiructions for Financial Status Report
and Porformance Report (OE-116-2-1) Sept .
Financial Status and Performance Repoxt: Part B

{0E-9039)

A National Evaluation of School Nutrition Program| Sept
Survey of Food Program Administraters
Survey of Students
Household Suxvey of Parents .

Longitudinal Survey of Students(FNS-1106) ‘

“

Survey of Private Elomentary and Secondary SchoolF Oct| IX

|
of Education for All Handicapped Children Act Sept| IX
|
|
|
|
|
\
|
|
|
|
|

Q) '

Soe




APPENDIX J=5

SCHOOL DISTRICT TO ICDCLRAL DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION

REQUIRED RCPORTS:
July 1980 to Decembexr 1980

-

Part 6: Reporting by: Personnol Division

Revort Titles Listed by Due Date
and Submitting Departmenc
1

reports required by U.S. Department
be prepared by a school district

State Calendar listed no
of Education which would
personnel department .




APPENDIX K-l

District Administratars and Funding Sourcoes®

1950-31
Funding Source
Mainlino Specinl.
Superintendent
and staflf 7
Directoxr 6 S
Supervisor 5% 4
Consultants 16% 12
Coordinatorxr 1
1
Total 36 b4

#This does not include onsite school administratorse.

11

-4




AP NUIL K-2

SCHOOL DISTRICT JADMINISTRATIVE PLRSONNLCL, 1980-81%

superintendent 1 Supervisor Compensatory
Education

Deputy Superintendent 1 Guidance Consultants

Assistant Superintendents 3 Other Consultants

Administrative Assistant 1 Funded Consultants

Business Assistant 1 Coordinator of Research

Personnel Director 1

Director of Adm,., Serv. &
Research 1

Director of Dlementary'
Instruction 1

Director of Rescarch and
Data Processing 1

Director of Art and AV 1

Supervisor Safety and
Transportation 1

Supervisor of Music 1/2

Supervisor of Tarly
Childhood Iducation and

Preschool 1 (funded)
Supervisor i.lementary

{{ducation 1

Supervisor Special “ducation 1 :

supervisor of .'xceptional
children 1

Director of Special Projects 1 (funded)

Director of Special Projects-—
fiscal 1

Supervisor sSpecial Projects
and Counseling 1

*does not include onsi:ie school administrative personnecl

*¥ funced throush categorical programs

11

Ko

3 (fundedz
15

11/2

12 (funded)

1




ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

APPENDIX L

SAMPLE SCHOOL DISTRICT

1 Central Adm Offices

2 !natructiona’ Materials Center

3 Enrlchmant Program for Academically Talented
4 Special Projects Adm

5 Specigl Servicea Adm

6.Speech and Language Therapy Contor

7 Chlidren's Center Adm

8 Aduit Education .

9 Personnsl Div-Adm Annex

10 Recreation and Parks

11 Schoo! Age Parenting Adm

ot
aq
4

(i

S
N

T 7\

T
I

J 4

7

JN |
I
(3

]

10/

8

|

1)

Q

g

North

0 0.5 1.0

. Scale Miles




